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SI  MM  ARY 


Objective 

The  objective  of  this  research  was  to  compare  the  performance*  job  relevant  attitudes,  and  types  of 
problems  experienced  by  men  and  women  in  Titan  11  operations  training  and  in  operational  missile 
squadrons. 

Background 

The  Manpower  and  Personnel  Research  Division.  Air  Force  Human  Resources  Laboratory  (AFHRL). 
initiated  this  research  at  the  request  of  the  ^ir  Force  Manpower  and  Personnel  Center  (AFMPC). 
Randolph  AFB.  TX.  The  research  was  begun  concurrently  with  the  introduction  of  the  first  women  to  the 
Titan  II  Launch  career  fields.  Interviews  were  conducted,  surveys  disseminated,  and  performance  data 
collected  from  Titan  II  training  and  operational  squadrons  as  part  of  a  cooperative  effort  between  AFHRL. 
the  Palace  Missile  Assignments  Section  of  AFMPC.  the  Strategic  Air  Command,  and  the  Air  Training 
Command. 

Approach 

The  subjects  of  this  research  were  the  first  women  assigned  to  Titan  II  Launch  Operations  career 
fields  (N =21)  and  their  male  peers  and  supervisors  (N  =  10(>).  Four  types  of  comparative  data  were 
collected.  Surveys  designed  to  capture  the  attitudes  of  students  towards  training  were  administered  during 
each  stage  of  missile  operations  training.  Also  from  training,  academic  and  simulator  training 
performance  scores  were  obtained.  After  the  women  had  been  in  their  operational  squadrons  for 
approximately  5  months,  surveys  designed  to  collect  assessments  of  abilities,  performance,  and  attitudes 
toward  work  were  administered  to  the  women,  their  male  peers,  and  their  supervisors.  Finally,  initial 
operational  squadron  upgrade  scores  were  obtained  for  the  women  crew  members  and  their  male  peers. 

Specifics 

With  only  one  exception,  no  significant  differences  were  found  between  men  and  women  during 
training  for  the  Titan  II  career  field.  The  one  exception  was  that  men  rated  their  instructors  significantly 
higher  on  “instructor  efficiency"'  than  did  the  women.  Other  perceptions  of  the  training  environment  and 
attitudes  about  training  were  not  found  to  differ  between  men  and  women.  Additionally,  academic  and 
simulator  training  performance  measures  were  found  to  be  similar  for  both  sexes  and  above  the  training 
requirements. 

Data  collected  from  the  operational  Titan  II  squadrons  showed  that  men  and  women  were  in 
agreement  concerning  their  perceptions  of  the  missile  squadron  environment  and  their  attitudes  toward 
the  missile  career  field  and  the  Air  Force.  Also,  in-unit  upgrade  evaluation  scores  indicated  no  significant 
differences  between  men  and  women  and  no  difficulties  in  performing  the  job.  On  the  job.  the  men  and 
women  crew  members  were  found  to  differ  in  only  one  aspect,  their  estimate  of  the  number  of  women  that 
could  be  assigned  to  a  four  member  crew  and  still  have  that  crew  handle  all  the  physical  requirements  of 
the  job.  While  70%  of  the  women  crew  members  thought  that  all  four  members  on  the  crew  could  be 
women,  it  appears  that  a  large  group  of  the  men  felt  that  assigning  more  than  two  women  to  a  four 
member  crew  would  decrease  that  crew's  capability  to  handle  the  physical  requirements.  Responses  on  the 
supervisor  survey  also  indicated  that  the  supervisors  had  some  concern  about  this  issue.  These  results 
pointed  to  a  need  to  examine  the  physical  requirements  of  these  AFSC*s  and  such  an  evaluation  is  in 
progress. 

Other  results  from  the  supervisor  survey  indicated  no  other  areas  of  substantial  concern,  and 
supervisors  rated  men  and  women  equally  with  respect  to  training  and  overall  performance. 
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Conclusions 


Comparative  data  gathered  from  the  women  and  men  in  Titan  II  training  and  operational  missile 
squadrons,  from  their  supervisors,  and  their  unit  upgrade  performance  records  indicate  that  there  are  few 
differences  between  men  and  women  in  the  Titan  II  Launch  career  fields.  Overall,  it  appears  that  women 
have  been  successfully  introduced  into  Titan  II  operations  and  have  become  successful  and  effective 
missile  crew  members. 
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INTRODUCTION  OF  WOMEN  INTO  TITAN  11  MISSILE  OPERATIONS 

I.  INTRODICTION 

During  the  1970*8.  the  Air  Force  decided  to  open  to  women  many  occupational  fields  that  had  been 
traditionally  staffed  only  by  men.  (For  a  background  and  literature  review  of  how  women  in  the  military 
are  being  integrated  into  traditional  “male*'  occupations  see  Utilization  of  Women  in  Industrial  Career 
tields ,  by  Polit.  Xuttall.  &  King.  1979.)  On  23  September  1977.  the  Air  Force  Chief  of  Staff  directed  that 
Air  Force  Specialty  Codes  (AFSCs)  182 IF,  1823.  and  1825  for  officers  and  316X0F  and  541X0E  for 
enlisted  personnel  be  opened  to  women.  Personnel  in  those  fields  are  responsible  for  the  maintenance  and 
launch  operations  of  the  Titan  II  intercontinental  ballistic  missile  (ICBM)  fleet. 

The  Air  Force  Manpower  and  Personnel  Center  (AFMPC)  at  Randolph  AFB,  requested  that  the  Air 
Force  Human  Resources  Laboratory  (AFHRL)  undertake  a  research  program  to  assess  the  introduction 
and  utilization  of  women  into  these  AFSCs.  This  program  would  track  and  evaluate  the  performance  of 
women  during  the  initial  phases  of  their  being  introduced  into  these  fields.  The  performance  of  women, 
both  in  training  and  in  the  operational  missile  squadrons  was  to  be  monitored  to  determine  if  they 
encountered  different  problems  than  did  men  while  conducting  Titan  11  operations.  To  accomplish  these 
objectives,  a  research  plan  was  developed  (a)  to  survey  male  and  female  Titan  II  students  in  each  stage  of 
training,  (b)  to  obtain  training  performance  scores  on  these  students,  (c)  to  survey  these  people  and  their 
supervisors  after  they  were  assigned  to  their  operational  units,  and  (d)  to  obtain  initial  unit  performance 
scores  for  these  women  and  their  male  peers. 


II.  METHOD 


Subjects 

The  subjects  of  this  research  were  (a)  the  first  women  assigned  to  Titan  II  training  and  operational 
units  and  (b)  their  male  co-students  and  peers.  The  number  of  women  tested  (n  =  12  to  21)  varied 
somewhat  throughout  the  study  due  to  the  availability  of  the  women,  as  affected  by  Air  Force  personnel 
assignment  policies,  and  attrition.  The  number  of  men  tested  (n  =  43  to  109)  also  varied  due  to  the 
number  available  in  the  training  class  and  the  tvpe  of  data  being  collected. 


Data  Collection 

Data  were  obtained  on  Air  Force  personnel  from  both  training  and  assigned  units,  including  the  first 
group  of  women  ever  to  enter  Titan  II  operations.  The  introductory  technical  training  was  done  at 
Sheppard  AFB.  and  the  combat  crew  training  was  done  at  Vandenberg  AFB.  The  Technical  Training 
Student  Survey  (Figure  l)  and  the  Missile  Crew  Member  Survey  (Appendix  B)  were  administered  to  all  of 
the  women  officers  and  enlisted  personnel,  as  well  as  to  their  male  peers  in  these  classes.  The  Technical 
Training  Student  Survey  was  developed  to  assess  student  attitudes  in  the  following  areas:  (a)  expectancies 
about  the  technical  training  experience,  (b)  importance  of  those  expectancies,  (c)  instructor  competence, 
(d)  instructor-student  relations,  (e)  perception  of  fellow  students,  (f)  degree  of  organizational  control,  (g) 
degree  of  stress  in  the  training  environment,  (h)  quality  of  training  materials,  (i)  perception  of  the 
physical  setting,  (j)  satisfaction  with  the  training  experience,  and  (k)  overall  career  choice  (Kantor,  Vitola, 
&  Guinn,  1977). 

The  Missile  Grew  Member  Survey  was  developed  specifically  for  this  study  to  assess  the  unique 
attitudes  and  problems  associated  with  Titan  II  training.  It  contains  manv  questions  specific  to  Titan  11 
training  and  duties,  as  well  as  items  that  measure  relevant  attitudes  toward  mental  and  physical  abilities, 
motivation,  patience,  and  attentiveness. 
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SECTION  I: 


GENERAL  INSTRUCTIONS: 

1.  The  items  contained  on  this  form  art  designed  to  measure  student 
attitudes  toward  Air  Force  technical  training. 

Z  The  form  is  intended  to  give  you  the  opportunity  to  help 
improve  student  training. 

3.  It  is  vary  important  that  your  answers  reflect  your  true  feelings. 
This  is  not  a  test  and  you  are  not  required  to  put  your  name  on 
the  form. 

4.  Please  carefully  follow  the  instructions  at  the  beginning  of 
each  of  the  four  main  sections  of  this  form. 
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1.  Below  are  statements  describing  rewards  a  student  might  receive  if  he  performs  well  in  technical  training. 

* 

Z  Beside  each  statement  are  two  separate  rating  scales. 

On  Scale  1  indicate  how  likely  it  is  for  you  to  receive  the  reward  if  you  perform  well  in  training. 

On  Scale  2  indicate  how  important  the  reward  is  to  you.  Consider  only  its  importance,  not  bow  likely  or  unlikely  you  are  to 
receive  the  reward. 

3.  Notice  that  each  scale  has  five  circles.  The  words  above  the  scales  describe  the  meaning  of  the  circles  at  the  ends  of  each  scale.  The 
three  circles  in  the  middle  of  each  scale  represent  feelings  between  those  described  at  the  scale  ends.  You  might  went  to  think  of 
each  scale  as  similar  to  e  thermometer  lying  on  its  side. 


4.  Answer  each  item  by  darkening  one  circle  on  each  teals  to  indicate  how  you  feel  about  the  statement  Reed  each  statement  carefully 
and  take  ell  the  time  you  need. 
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aMrn*«  mean  score  indicated  hv  m:  women's  mean  seore  indicated  by  w. 


Figure  1.  Technical  training  student  survey®. 


SECTION  I: 


12.  Instructors  pay  mors  tttsntion  to  your 

idsss  and  suggastion*  .  .  .  .  - . 

12.  Increased  educational  jyowth  and 

development . 

14.  Grsatar  chance  to  hslp  other  studsnts  learn 

tha  subfsct  ms  rear . . 

15.  Grsatar  chancs  to  do  bsttar  on  tests  and 

rscsivs  batter  (yadaa . ,  ,  . 

16.  Rscsivs  complimsnU,  rscognition  and  praite 

from  instructors . 

17.  Fsvter  "Mickey  Mouse**  dutiss  in  ths 

Squadron . 

18.  Faster  “Mickey  Mousa"  a*Tgnm*nts  in 

19.  Fsaling  of  self-respect  and  sanss  of 

accomplish  mant . 

20.  Incraaaad  opportunity  to  uas  your 

abilitiaa . 

21 .  Raesrva  mors  challenging  dav 

assignments . 

22.  Grsatar  opportunity  to  study  subjsct  mat- 

tar  of  apacial  intsrsst  to  you  . . 

23.  I  nersssad  chancs  of  completing  training 

shssd  of  Khsduls . 

24.  Provided  with  more  spare  tints . 

25.  Instructors  lass  critical  of  your  work . 

26.  Inersasad  chancs  of  bsing  an  ''Honor** 

gadueta . . 
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SECTION  II: 

1.  Fl sass  ute  ths  seals*  balow  to  dsscrib*  your  SSAN  of  main  OsacO  instructor. 

2.  Dark  an  ths  on*  clrds  on  sach  sols  that  bast  ax  pranas  your  fadings. 


27.  Insffsetiv*  w  m  Effective 
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SECTION  III: 

71 .  Students  are  seldom  allowed  to  act  independently . 

72.  Pressure  for  perfection  is  unbearable . . 

71  The  military  atmosphere  in  the  classroom  interferes  with  learning  of  the  subject  matter . 

74.  Squecfron  duties  interfere  with  study . . . . 

75.  In  order  to  do  wall  in  training,  students  have  to  do  things  that  are  against  their  personal  values 

76.  Students  don't  know  what  is  expected  of  them . . . 

77.  There  is  confusion  in  the  planning  and  organisation  of  classroom  activities . . 

76.  There  is  considerable  conflict  among  training  objectives . 

79.  Performance  standards  are  unreasonably  higft . 

80.  Emphasis  is  placed  on  passing  the  course  rather  than  learning  subject  matter . 

81.  Thera  is  a  good  deal  of  disagreement  on  how  this  training  should  be  conducted . 

82.  The  student  workload  is  too  heavy . 

81  The  quantity  of  class  work  interferes  with  how  wall  it  is  dona . 

84.  Emphasis  on  military  bearing  and  appearance  detract  from  student  performance . 

86.  Training  hours  are  too  long . 

86.  Conflicts  exist  in  the  training  requirements . 

87.  Training  equipment  (including  trainers)  b  adequate . 

88.  Training  equipment  (including  trainers)  b  readily  available  for  student  practice . 

88.  Tima  allowed  on  training  equipment  (including  trainers)  b  sufficient . 

90.  Training  evaluation  or  tasting  u  an  accurate  indication  of  student  performance . 

91.  Study  guides  are  difficult  to  understand . 

91  Excessive  attention  b  given  to  unimportant  details . 

91  Course  materials  ere  wo  poor  that  they  contribute  little  to  learning . 

94.  Course  materials  era  not  closely  releted  to  the  course  objectives . 

96.  Course  materials  are  more  difficult  than  they  diould  be . 

96.  My  progress  In  tiwm  b  not  what  h  dioutd  be  due  to  the  poor  quality  of  training  or  course  _ 

nwwrtoli . CD  Cp 

97.  Claso-oom  temperature  b  satisfactory . . 

98.  Oormrtory  deeping  facilities  are  adequate . 
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SECTION  III: 


90.  Classroom  lifting  is  adequate . 

IOQl  ClaShroom  chair*  ara  comfortable . 

101.  Clasaoom  aaating  arrangement  is  atisfactory . 

102.  Langth  of  clan  breaks  it  about  right . 

103.  Number  of  class  breaks  is  sufficiant . 

104.  Study  facilities  outsids  the  classroom  ara  adequate . 

106.  Classroom  ventilation  is  about  ri^it . 

106.  Tima  allowed  for  tasting  is  sufficiant . 

107.  Classroom  noisa  control  is  effective . 

108.  Classroom  work  space  is  efficient  (desk  or  table  top  area) . 

109.  Supplementary  study  materials  (manuals,  regulations,  technical  orders,  etc.)  are  readily 

•railabla  for  student  use . .  . . . . . . 

1 10.  Base  recreation  facilities  ara  adequate . . . 

111.  Off  duty  study  time  is  sufficiant . 

112.  Tima  allowed  for  review  of  tests  it  adaquata . 

113.  Enou^i  training  time  is  qaent  on  difficult  and  important  ajbject  matter . 

114.  Soma  students  would  perform  batter  on  a  different  drift . . 

SECTION IV: 


1.  Bflow  ara  statements  about  your  satisfaction  vdth  your  training  and  career  field. 

2.  Please  darken  the  circle  that  bast  expresses  your  feelings  about  the  statement  in  tht  ami  way  you  have  In  the  other  tactions  of  this  form. 


\ 


SECTION  IV; 


Complataty 

Different 


m 


TaT 


Idantical 


1 18.  How  timitar  n  your  attignad  car  Mr  f  iald  to  your  prafarrad  caraar  ftakf? . 

1 19.  How  accurata  was  tha  information  you  racafcad  about  your  caraar  flatd  barfora  an  taring 

tachnicai  training! . 

12a  What  affact  has  tachnicai  training  had  on  your  faalinfla  about  your  caraar  fiakf?  .... 

121.  If  you  hava  tha  chanca.  will  you  changa  to  anothar  caraar  fiakf? . 

REMARKS: 


In  order  to  identify  any  areas  that  eould  not  he  expressed  readily  on  a  survey.  field  interviews  were 
conducted  by  members  of  the  AFMPC  missile  assignments  team  (MP(!  PALACE  Missile).  Since  these 
interviews  identified  no  significant  problems  for  women  integrating  into  Titan  If  operations,  they  were 
terminated  in  March  197(). 

After  training,  when  the  women  had  been  at  their  assigned  units  for  a  minimum  of  6  weeks  (although 
most  had  been  there  much  longer),  the  Missile  Launch  Career  Field  Survey  (Appendix  C)  and  Missile 
Launch  Career  Field  Supervisor  Survey  (Appendix  D)  were  administered.  The  former  survey  was 
developed  to  measure  the  attitudes  of  individuals  in  Titan  11  operations  concerning  (a)  expectancies  about 
the  Titan  II  job.  (b)  peer  and  supervisory  relations,  (c)  equal  treatment,  facility,  and  clothing 
acceptability,  (d)  spouse  support,  (e)  physical  requirements  of  the  job  (including  gender  specific  aspects. 
e.g.,  pregnancy  effects),  (f)  reasons  for  entering  the  missile  career  field,  (g)  plans  to  remain  in  the  missile 
career  field,  (h)  plans  to  remain  in  the  Air  Force,  (i)  job  stress,  and  (j)  quality  of  training  for  missiles. 

The  Missile  Launch  Career  Field  Supervisor  Survey  was  developed  to  measure  supervisory  attitudes 
toward  (a)  the  physical  ability  of  the  women  to  do  the  job.  (b)  the  number  of  women  that  supervisors  felt 
should  be  on  a  missile  launch  or  missile  maintenance  team,  (e)  the  comparability  in  quality  of  training  of 
women  and  men.  (d)  the  motivation  of  women  versus  men.  (e)  the  performance  under  stress  of  women 
versus  men.  and  (f)  the  overall  performance  of  women  versus  men  in  the  Titan  II  career  field. 

The  Missile  Launch  Career  Field  Survey  was  mailed  to  each  woman  w  ho  had  completed  training  and 
to  randomly  selected  male  peers  of  these  women.  The  Missile  Launch  Career  Field  Supervisor  Survey  was 
mailed  to  the  supervisors  of  these  personnel  at  the  Air  Force  bases  where  the  women  had  been  assigned: 
McC-onnell.  Little  Rock,  and  Davis-Vlonthan.  All  surveys  were  completed  anonymously.  Also,  at  the  three 
Titan  11  bases,  performance  scores  for  the  unit  checkout  and  evaluation  tests  were  obtained  for  the  women 
and  the  group  of  men  who  had  been  evaluated  during  the  same  period  of  time. 


Statistical  Procedures 

Due  to  the  small  sample  sizes,  the  officer  and  enlisted  data  were  combined  for  the  Technical  Training 
Student  Survey  and  the  Missile  Crew  Member  Survey,  both  of  which  were  administered  during  training. 
All  questions  on  these  surveys  were  equally  applicable  for  officers  and  enlisted  personnel.  On  all  of  the 
surveys,  differences  between  responses  were  evaluated  for  statistical  significance  controlling  Type  I  error 
(a)  per  family  of  comparisons.  For  items  amenable  to  “f "  testing,  the  Bonferroni  technique  was  used.  The 
Bonferroni  technique  is  particularly  useful  when  testing  among  large  numbers  of  items  since  the  Type  I 
(a)  error  rate  is  held  constant  regardless  of  the  number  of  comparisons  or  degree  of  interdependency 
(Miller,  1966).  For  categorical  response  items,  chi-square  tests  (*2)  were  used  with  the  a  value  for  each 
comparison  equal  to  .05  divided  by  the  number  of  comparisons  in  that  family.  Overall,  these  procedures 
resulted  in  a  relatively  conservative  statistical  evaluation,  unlikely  to  falsely  indicate  a  difference  as  being 
significant  when  actually  that  difference  had  occurred  because  of  chance  variation  only. 


111.  RESULTS  AND  DISCUSSION 


In-Training  Evaluation 

To  compare  male  and  female  student  impressions  of  the  training  environment,  the  Technical 
Training  Student  Survey  was  administered  after  the  completion  of  the  Sheppard  AFB  missile  training  and 
prior  to  the  final  training  at  Vandenberg  AFB.  The  results  of  this  survey  are  summarized  in  Figure  1.  and 
the  item  means  and  standard  deviations  are  presented  in  Appendix  A.  The  only  statistically  significant 
difference  between  the  male  and  female  responses  was  on  the  item  describing  instructor  efficiency  (36). 


where  ihe  women  rated  the  instructor  as  less  efficient  than  did  the  male  students.  It  is  interesting  that 
although  none  of  the  other  instructor  evaluation  items  revealed  statistically  significant  differences,  a  non¬ 
significant  trend  was  for  women  to  rate  the  instructor  more  critically  across  all  evaluations  (Figure  2).  It 
should  he  noted  that  all  instructors  were  men  since  the  women  students  were  the  first  to  enter  the  career 
field.  Also,  since  the  women  were  all  volunteers  from  active  duty  in  other  career  fields,  they  had  some 
previous  experience  in  Air  Force  training  programs,  but  most  of  the  men  did  not.  It  is  also  important  to 
note  that  no  significant  gender  differences  were  found  in  some  areas  where  a  priori  consideration 
anticipated  differences  (i.e..  expectancies  about  training,  student  relationships,  degree  of  stress 
experienced,  and  satisfaction  with  training  and  career  choice).  With  the  one  noted  exception  concerning 
instructors,  male  and  female  impressions  of  the  training  environment  were  quite  similar. 


■t*» J  T  y  f  t  '.*{:• 


aSome  of  the  scales  on  this  figure  were  reversed  so  that  low  ratings  would  be  indicated  on  the  bottom  of  the  figure  and  better 
ratings  at  the  top.  Note  the  survey  design.  Appendix  A. 

^male:  »  — • 
female:  • - • 

*  Significant  difference,  p  <  .05. 

Figure  2.  Technical  training  student  survey-student  ratings 
of  instructor*  (Questions  27-46). 


While  the  previous  survey  was  designed  to  evaluate  technical  training  in  general,  the  Missile  Crew 
Member  Survey  was  designed  to  identify  gender  differences  related  to  Titan  II  training,  specifically,  and 
the  personal  characteristics  important  to  missile  crew  functions.  The  results  of  the  Missile  Crew  Member 
Survev,  administered  at  the  conclusion  of  combat  crew  training  at  Vandenberg  AFB,  are  summarised  in 

\:\ 


Table  1.  No  statistically  significant  differences  were  found  between  the  responses  of  the  male  and  female 
missile  students.  Men  and  women  thought  the  training  equally  difficult  and  spent  similar  hours  studying 
and  in  remedial  training.  They  held  similar  attitudes  about  being  in  the  missile  career  fields  and  judged 
equally  their  capabilities  to  handle  the  job.  including  physical  strength,  crew  coordination,  attention  to 
detail,  and  ability  to  react  quickly.  Also,  it  is  important  to  note  that  males  and  females  rated  equally  their 
acceptance  by  peers  and  instructors. 


Table  l.  Titan  II  Missile  Crew  Member  Survey: 
Women  vs.  Men 


^ornen  Men 

(n  =  17)  (n  =  43) 


Item 

Mean 

SO 

Mean 

80 

ta 

2.  Spxb 

2.82 

.81 

2.14 

.74 

3.00 

3.  Rank 

4.  Previous  AFSC 

5.  Years  service 

1.41 

.62 

1.21 

.60 

1.19 

6.  Geographic  area  last  assignment 

7.  Technical  Orders 

1.82 

.81 

1.77 

.68 

.23 

8.  Communications 

1.76 

.97 

1.81 

.70 

-.19 

9.  Launch/checkout 

1.88 

.99 

1.74 

.79 

.52 

10.  Complex  power 

2.12 

1.17 

1.98 

.86 

.45 

11.  EWO  proc  edures 

2.12 

.86 

1.91 

.89 

.84 

12.  Readiness  monitoring 

1.71 

1.05 

1.33 

.68 

1.46 

13.  Normal  procedures 

1.59 

1.00 

1.51 

.80 

.30 

14.  Emergency  procedures 

2.18 

1.13 

1.95 

.82 

.76 

15.  EWO 

1.82 

1.07 

1.65 

.78 

.60 

16.  Hours  study 

2.47 

1.01 

2.44 

1.08 

.10 

17.  Hours  remedial* 

1.20 

.77 

1.75 

1.02 

2.26 

18.  Hours  remedial  class* 

1.56 

.96 

1.88 

1.07 

1 .55 

19.  T.O.s  and  publications 

1.41 

.94 

1.19 

.39 

.93 

20.  1QT  workbook 

2.18 

1.07 

1.86 

1.08 

1.04 

21.  MPT  study 

1.59 

1.12 

1.47 

.88 

.40 

22.  IQT  academics 

1.29 

1.10 

1.28 

.45 

.04 

23.  Missile  procedures  trainer 

1.12 

.93 

1.02 

.34 

.43 

24.  Audiovisual  training 

1.94 

1.20 

1.49 

.51 

1.49 

25.  Instructor  techniques 

1.18 

1.01 

1.40 

.49 

-.86 

26.  Instructor  personality 

1.24 

1.03 

1.53 

.83 

-1.(4 

27.  Several  instructors 

1.59 

1.28 

1.72 

.80 

-.39 

28.  Student  help 

1.82 

1.01 

2.00 

1.00 

-.62 

29.  Attitude  toward  career 

2.06 

1.39 

1.79 

.91 

.74 

30.  Attitude  toward  instructor 

2.12 

1.05 

1.98 

.74 

.50 

31.  Potential 

1.94 

1.25 

1.65 

.92 

.87 

32.  Background 

3.35 

1.50 

3.26 

1.24 

22 

33.  Performance 

2.53 

1.28 

2.42 

1.12 

.31 

34.  Attitude  toward  IQT 

1.71 

1.05 

1.67 

.78 

.14 

35.  Instructor  acceptance 

1.82 

.95 

2.30 

1.06 

-1.71 

36.  Student  acceptance 

2.35 

1.22 

2.33 

1.13 

.06 

37.  Education  opportunity 

1.76 

.75 

1.28 

.50 

2.43 

38.  Geographic  area 

2.35 

.70 

1.93 

.70 

2.09 

39.  (Career  enhancement 

1.35 

.61 

1.33 

.56 

.12 

40.  Responsibility 

1.71 

.59 

1.49 

.55 

1.33 
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Table  I.  (Continued) 


Item 

Women 
(n  =  17) 

Mean 

SI) 

Men 

(n  =  43) 

Mean 

SD 

•• 

II.  Comments 

12.  Physical  strength 

2.00 

.50 

1.00 

.49 

2.81 

13.  Crew  coordination 

1.7! 

.59 

1.51 

.51 

1.23 

14.  Technical  information 

1.7ft 

.14 

1.53 

.55 

1.70 

IS.  Mental  alertness 

1.71 

.(>9 

1.51 

.51 

1.08 

1ft.  Resourcefulness 

1.7ft 

44 

1.58 

.59 

1.29 

47.  Attention  to  detail 

1.71 

.47 

l.ftO 

.54 

.78 

18.  Prudence 

1.71 

.47 

l.ft7 

.52 

.29 

19.  Patience 

1.82 

.53 

1.51 

.51 

2.0ft 

50.  Safety  conscious 

1.59 

.51 

1.35 

.48 

l.ft7 

51.  T.O.  exercises 

1.7ft 

.ftft 

l.ftO 

.54 

.89 

52.  Communications 

2.00 

.ftl 

1.70 

.ft7 

l.ft7 

53.  Launch/checkout 

1.59 

.ft2 

1.70 

.(>7 

.ftl 

54.  Complex  power 

2.12 

.49 

1.77 

.65 

2.26 

55.  EWO  procedures 

1.59 

.51 

l.ftS 

.ft5 

-.38 

5ft.  Readiness  monitoring 

1.53 

.72 

1 .30 

5ft 

1.18 

57.  Normal  procedures 

1.47 

.72 

1.37 

.58 

.51 

58.  Emergency  procedures 

l.ftS 

.79 

1  .(>5 

.ft5 

.00 

59.  EWO  phase 

1.47 

.80 

1.58 

.70 

-.50 

Note.  For  a  complete  lifting  of  each  item  and  (he  corresponding  response  options,  see  Appendix  B. 
=  3. W.  p  =  o:>.  df  =  ')«.  »  e  -  .Vi. 

item?.  (2.  1  l.  <>.  A  II)  are  not  amenable  to  T-test  comparison*. 

1  For  pur|NN>  of  analxds  oil  iIicm*  item*.  reqionses  wore  recorded  d  .=  1.  a  =  2.  b  =  3.  and  c  -  I. 


aT 
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Student  training  test  scores  were  collected  from  all  academic  areas  (weapons  system  orientation; 
maintenance  management,  electronics  principles,  and  technical  publications ;  facility  systems  and  missile 
systems;  launch  control  and  checkouts;  communication;  integrated  systems  and  malfunction  analysis) 
and  from  the  Initial  (Qualification  Tests  (IQT).  including  the  Emergency  War  Order  test  (EWO) 
evaluations.  Only  academic  scores  were  collected  at  Sheppard  AFB  (Table  2).  At  Vandenberg  AFB,  there 
are  two  phases  of  training:  the  academic  phase  and  IQT  the  phas*\  In  both  the  academic  phase  (Table  3) 
and  IQT  phase  (Table  I),  there  are  academic  scores  and  EWO  scores.  All  EWO  evaluations  are  conducted 
in  a  simulator  environment,  where  the  student  is  tested  on  the  Titan  II  procedures  and  operations  which 
would  be  used  during  an  actual  launch.  These  simulations  are  high  fidelity  representations  of  the 
operational  environment  of  a  launch  crew.  All  academic  scores,  and  EWO  evaluations  are  scored  on  a 
standard  percentage  (0  to  100%)  scale.  The  data  from  these  evaluations  are  summarized  in  Tables  2 
through  4  for  officers  and  Tables  5  and  ft  for  enlisted  personnel.  There  were  no  significant  differences 
found  between  the  male  and  female  students  on  any  of  these  training  measures.  It  would  appear  from 
these  data  that  the  performance  of  women  is  equal  to  that  of  men  in  Titan  II  training,  both  academically 
and  during  the  “hands-on"  simulator  training  and  testing. 


i:> 


Table  2.  Sheppard  AFB  Titan  II  Technical  Training  Academic 
Scores  for  Officers:  Women  vs.  Men 


Academic  Area 

Women  (n  = 

Mean 

12) 

SD 

Men  (n 

Mean 

=  59) 

SI) 

t  ratio8 

Weapons  System 

Orientation 

%.33b 

3.28 

95.58 

4.74 

.66 

Maintenance  Management. 

Electronics  Principles. 

Technical  Publications 

97.00 

2.63 

94.64 

5.27 

2.31 

Facilitv  Systems 

92.25 

4.61 

93.20 

5.80 

-.62 

Missile  Systems 

96.67 

2.90 

94.88 

3.76 

1.92 

Launch  Control 
and  Checkout 

87.17 

7.83 

90.95 

7.43 

-1.54 

Communication 

90.58 

6.42 

91.51 

6.65 

-.46 

Integrated  Systems 
and  Malfunction 

Analysis 

98.00 

2.70 

96.10 

L57 

1.94 

Overall  Average 

94.50 

3.23 

93.64 

4.31 

-.13 

aB«nferroni  T  -  2.82.  p  =  .05.  df  =  (>9. 

b  ■  cnl  r 

All  academic  scores  throughout  this  report  are 

=  8. 

on  a  standard  zero 

to  100\  scale. 

Table  3.  \andenberg  AFB  Academic  Scores  for  Officers: 

Women  vs.  Men 

Women  fn  =  14) 

Men  (n  = 

58) 

Mean  SI) 

Mean 

SI) 

a 

\  rutio 

Academic  Average  93.93  4.32 

Emergency  W  ar  Order  (EWO)  Test  96.86  3.61 

(111  f  '  Ktl  .  «  Ak  .  . 

93.93 

95.00 

4.28 

5. 15 

0.00 

1 .55 

aR»nferroni  T  =  2.2*).  n  *  .05.  df  3  »  r  =  2 

crit  1  -  w 


Table  4.  Vandenberg  AFB  Initial  Qualification  Test  (IQT)  Scores 
for  Officers:  Women  vs.  Men 


Women  (n  =  12)  Men  (n  =  89) 

Mean  SI)  Mean  Si)  l  ratio11 

Academic  Average  9L67  2.77  91.32  L03  .39 

Fmergency  War  Order  (EWO)  Test  97.17  ‘{.I*)  90.00  5.02  1.10 


Table  5.  \  andenberg  AFB  Academic  Scores  for 
Fhlisted  Personnel:  Women  vs.  Men 


^  omen  (n  =  17) 

Men  (n  =  .*16) 

Mean  SI) 

Mean  SD 

1  ratio* 

Academic  Average 

05.00  5.04 

02.14  5.05 

1.03 

'Mioiiferroiii  T  - 

rrM 

-MM.  p  -  I*V  <Jf  '»l.  •  •  -  1 

Table  6.  Aandenbcrg  AFB  Initial  Qualification  Test  (1QT) 

Scores  for  Enlisted  Personnel:  Women  vs.  Men 

Wiimfii  (n  =  1*#) 

Men  (n  =  82) 

Mean  SI) 

Mean  SD 

.  ..  a 

l  ratio 

Academic  Average 

*n.th\  5.35 

<)2.<>I  4.03 

1.52 

^Konferroni  T  •  -  o  -  tif  ‘HI.  •  <•  -  I 

i  ri*  1 


Summary  of  In-Training  Results 

U  ith  only  one  exception  (student  evaluation  of  instructor  efficiency  ).  no  significant  differences  were 
found  between  men  and  women  training  for  the  Titan  II  career  fields.  Similar  perceptions  of  the  training 
env  ironment  in  general  and  similar  impressions  concerning  the  training  of  Titan  II  specifics,  coupled  with 
equivalent  test  performance  and  attitudes  about  the  missile  field,  all  lead  to  the  conclusion  that  Titan  II 
training  can  be  accomplished  effectively  for  both  men  and  women  with  the  existing  program.  While  this  is 
an  important  finding,  the  more  critical  question  is  whether  there  is  equivalency  of  performance  and 
capability  in  the  operational  Titan  II  squadrons. 


In-lnit  Evaluations 

After  training,  the  female  Titan  II  students  were  assigned  to  one  of  three  bases:  McConnell.  Little 
Rock,  or  Davis-Monthan.  After  these  women  had  been  at  their  assigned  unit  a  sufficient  time  to  upgrade  to 
alert  status,  they  and  randomly  selected  male  co-workers  were  administered  the  Missile  Launch  Career 
Held  Survey.  The  purpose  of  this  survey  was  to  assess  their  impressions  of  the  operational  environment, 
as  well  as  their  training  capabilities,  plans  for  the  future,  and  any  difficulties  experienced  in  terms  of 
physical  requirements,  job-stresses,  treatment,  and/or  acceptance.  For  most  of  these  women,  this  survey 
was  administered  after  they  had  been  in  their  assigned  unit  approximately  5  months,  but  for  a  few. 
because  of  time  constraints,  it  was  administered  after  <»  weeks.  At  the  same  time,  the  Missile  Launch 
(Career  field  Supervisor  Survey  was  administered  to  the  women’s  supervisors  to  collect  male/female 
comparisons  in  similar  areas,  with  specific  emphasis  on  motivation,  performance  under  stress,  and  overall 
performance  in  the  career  field. 

The  results  of  the  Missile  Launch  Career  Held  Survey  are  summarized  in  Table  7  and  in  Appendix  C. 
Only  on  Item  2<  (“How  many  women  do  you  think  can  he  assigned  to  vour  crew  and  still  handle  t Fit* 
physical  requirements  of  the  job.'  )  was  there  a  statistically  significant  difference  between  the  male  *nd 
female  response*  to  this  survey.  The  men  reported  that  a  mean  of  2.1  women  could  be  assigned  to  the 
four-member  crew  and  still  meet  the  physical  requirements  of  the  job.  The  women  responded  that  a  mean 


of  3.4  women  could  be  assigned.  An  inspection  of  the  response  distribution  for  this  item,  shown  in  Table 
8.  indicates  that  the  majority  of  women  (70%)  felt  that  an  all  female  crew  could  perform  effectively,  while 
the  male  response  showed  less  certainty  about  how  many  women  could  be  assigned.  The  largest  proportion 
of  men  (30%)  indicated  that  two  women  was  the  maximum,  but  the  next  largest  group  (26%)  felt  that  an  all 
female  crew  was  capable  of  handling  the  job.  Additional  research  on  the  physical  requirements  of  the  job 
may  be  warranted  if  other  evidence  indicates  any  problem  in  this  area.  It  may  be  that  the  male  response, 
in  part,  reflects  the  common  stereotype  of  the  woman  as  the  physically  weaker  of  the  two  sexes. 


Table  7.  Operational  Unit  Titan  II  Missile  Launch 
Career  Field  Survey 


Women  (n  =  21)  Men  (n  =  109) 


Brief  Description  of  Items  Mean  SD  Mean  SI)  t  ratio  a 


1.  Rank 

2.  AFSCb 

3.  AFB 

4.  Sex 

5.  Previous  AFSC 

6.  Source  of  information 

on  MCFc 

7.  Amount  of  information 

6.24 

3.42 

4.98 

3.36 

1 ,55 

provided 

8.  Accuracy  of  information 

2.00 

1.26 

3.51 

1.14 

-2.06 

provided 

9.  Expected  difficulty  of 

2.76 

1.18 

2.93 

.88 

-  .63 

missile  training 

10.  Accuracy  of  expectations 

2.14 

1.06 

2.41 

.76 

-1.11 

of  training 

1 1.  Easier  or  harder  than 

2.71 

.% 

2.93 

.97 

-  .97 

expected 

12.  Expected  difficulty  of 

2.33 

.01 

2.61 

.96 

-1.28 

operational  job 

13.  Accuracy  of  expectations 

2.00 

.80 

2.50 

.77 

1.93 

of  operational  job 

14.  Operational  job  easier  or 

3.00 

1.05 

2.97 

.79 

.12 

harder  than  expected 

15.  Relationships  between 

students  in  training 

16.  Instructor-student 

relationship  in  training 

17.  Supervisor  treatment  in 

operational  wing 

18.  Equal  treatment  for  men 

and  women 

2.52 

.08 

2.67 

.87 

-  .65 

19.  Acceptance  by  peers  in  MOF 

1.67 

.66 

1.27 

.50 

2.64 

20.  Facilities  ratings 

21.  Clothing  and  equipment 

2.10 

.62 

2.20 

.49 

-  .70 

rating 

22.  Spouse's  opinion  of 

entering  MCF 

23.  Spouses's  support  of  MCF 

1.14 

.70 

1.06 

.57 

1.11 

24.  Opinion  of  women  in  MCF 

1.81 

1.33 

2.54 

1.13 

-2.36 
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Table  7.  (Continued) 


Brief  Description  of  Items 

Women  (n 

Mean 

=  21) 

SD 

Men  (n  = 

Mean 

=  109) 

SD 

t  ratio  * 

23.  Opinion  of  non-volunteers 
in  MCF 

4.16 

1.03 

3.81 

1.02 

1.55 

26.  Duration  of  duties  if 
pregnant 

2.48 

1.54 

2.42 

1.36 

.14 

27.  Number  of  women  per  crew 

4.38 

1.16 

3.36 

1.16 

3.57* 

28.  Reason  for  entering  MCF 

20.  Plans  to  remain  in  MCF 

2.43 

1.21 

2.71 

1.27 

-  .66 

30.  Source  of  people  for  MCF 

31.  How  well  trained 

2.14 

.85 

2.07 

.85 

.35 

32.  Pressure  of  maintaining 
job  proficiency 

3.10 

1.18 

3.51 

1.06 

-1.48 

33.  Job  pressure  compared  to 

previous  career  field 

34.  Plans  to  make  l  SAF  a 

career  prior  to  MCF 

2.1  f 

1.24 

1.81 

.61 

1.20 

33.  Plans  to  make  l  SAF  a 
career  now  in  MCF 

2.71 

1.12 

2.53 

1.46 

.53 

36.  Plans  to  stay  in  l  SAF 
after  MCF  training 
commitment 

3.03 

1 .66 

2.73 

1.60 

.82 

Note*.  For  a  complete  listing  of  each  ite 

in  ami  the  corresjHmdcng  response  options. 

see  Appendix 

0. 

aBonferroni  ^  =  3.12.  p  =  .0.3.  df 

^These  ileitis.  (2  in  0.  13  in  IH.  22.  23. 

-  127.  #i  =  22 

2H.  30.  A  33).  are  not  ame 

(table  to  I  -Test 

comparisons. 

See  Table  (3 . 

Appendix  0. 

1  M(!K  -  Mivile  I iawr  Field. 

<  or, 


Table  8.  ^omen  and  the  Physical  Requirements  of  the  Titan  II  Job 
((Question  27:  "How  many  women  do  you  think  c  an  be  assigned 
to  your  crew  and  still  handle  the*  physical  requirements 
of  the  job  r") 


Zero 

One 

Two 

Three 

Four 

Total 

Women  (f)a 

1 

1 

>) 

2 

15 

2) 

(%)b 

5 

5 

10 

10 

70 

100 

M.n  (f) 

15 

43 

16 

28 

106 

(%) 

6 

14 

36 

15 

26 

UK) 

f r»*c pinny . 
("«):  |M*reentage. 


Oil  all  other  items,  men  and  women  were  found  to  he*  in  agreement,  sharing  similar  perceptions, 
difficulties,  and  experiences  in  the  operational  missile  squadron  environment.  It  is  interesting  to  note  that 
no  gender  differences  were  found  regarding  co-worker  relationships,  treatment  or  acceptance  within  the 
squadron,  spouse  support  or  opinion,  or  career  and  future  plans.  Overall,  there  is  muc  h  similarity  among 
the  men  and  women  assigned  to  the  Titan  career  field. 


The  Missile  Launch  Career  Field  Supervisor  Survey  was  administered  at  three  levels  within  the 
squadrons:  (a)  to  first-line  (direct)  supervisors  of  Titan  II  launch  crews  (n  =  30).  (b)  to  squadron 


operations  officers  (n  =  6),  and  (c)  to  squadron  commanders  (n  =  4-).  The  results  of  this  survey  are 
summarized  in  Table  9.  Items  1  through  4  identify  rank.  Air  Force  base,  supervisory  level,  and  whether 
the  respondent  supervised  both  men  and  women.  Item  5  concerned  the  number  of  women  that  should  he 
assigned  to  a  four-member  launch  crew.  A  statistical  test  (chi  square)  revealed  no  significant  trend  in  the 
response  to  this  item,  indicating  that  supervisory  opinion  on  this  issue  was  quite  divided.  Similarly,  on 
Item  6,  which  concerned  whether  the  number  of  women  on  a  launch  crew  should  be  limited,  no 
statistically  significant  trend  was  found.  Again,  it  would  appear  that  supervisory  opinion  concerning  this 
issue  was  divided.  However,  among  those  supervisors  who  advocated  on  Item  6  limitation  on  the 
assignment  of  women  to  launch  crews,  the  majority  cited  the  physical  requirements  of  the  job  as  the 
reason.  On  Item  7,  which  concerned  the  number  of  women  who  should  be  assigned  to  a  missile 
maintenance  team,  the  majority  of  the  supervisors  (53%)  had  no  opinion.  Concerning  whether  there 
should  be  limits  in  the  assignment  of  women  to  maintenance  teams  (Item  8).  again  a  statistical  test 
revealed  no  significant  trend.  As  found  previously,  among  those  supervisors  who  on  Item  8  ad vocated 
limits,  the  majority  cited  physical  requirements  of  the  job  as  the  constraining  factor.  These  responses 
appear  to  indicate  that  an  appraisal  of  the  physical  aspects  of  these  jobs  does  w  arrant  some  attention.  If  it  is 
found  that  these  jobs  are  physically  taxing,  then  better  definitions  of  the  strength  and  stamina 
requirements  would  aid  in  refining  the  assignment  of  both  men  and  women  to  the  missile  career  fields.  On 
Item  9,  which  concerned  the  training  for  missile  crew  duly,  a  statistically  significant  trend  was  found 
indicating  that  supervisors  believed  that  men  and  women  were  equally,  well  trained.  On  Item  10.  which 
concerned  the  comparative  motivation  of  men  and  women,  no  significant  trend  was  found,  which 
indicates  that  supervisors  held  varied  opinions  on  this  comparison.  Similarly,  on  Item  1 1.  which  compared 
the  performance  of  men  and  women  under  the  stress  of  missile  crew  duty,  no  significant  trend  was  found, 
which  indicates  that  opinion  was  again  quite  varied.  Finally,  on  Item  12.  which  compared  the  overall 
performance  of  men  and  women  in  a  missile  crew,  a  statistically  significant  trend  was  found,  with  a 
majority  of  the  supervisors  rating  the  male  and  female  overall  performance  as  equal. 


Table  9.  Missile  Launch  Career  Field  Supervisor  Survey 


Question 

Responses 

1.  Rank 

E> 

01 

02  03  01 

05  06 

Number 

1 

I 

II  15  1 

9  2 

Percentage 

2.5 

2.5 

27.5  37.5  2.5 

22.5  5 

2.  Location 

Davis-Monthan 

McConnell 

Little  Rock 

Number 

19 

10 

11 

Percentage 

17.5 

25 

27.5 

3.  Supervisory  level 

Direct  Supervisor 

Squadron  Operations 

Squadron 

of  Titan  II  C.rew 

Officer 

Commanders 

Number 

30 

0 

1 

Percentage 

75 

15 

10 

L  Do  you  supervise 

men  and  women? 

Yes 

No 

Number 

28 

9 

Percentage 

75.7 

21.3 

5.  How  many  women  should 

be  assigned  to  a  launch  crew  ? 

0 

I 

2  3  1 

No  Opinion 

Number 

8 

II 

9  1  1 

7 

Percentage 

JO 

27.5 

22.5  2.5  JO 

1 7.5 

=  9,80  (not  significant.  abbreviated  a*  n.s.) 
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Table  9.  ( Continued ) 


Question 


Responses 


Should  the  number  of 
women  on  a  missile 
launch  crew  be  limited'.'' 


=  3.28  (n.s.) 


How  many  women  should 
be  assigned  to  a  missile 
maintenance  team '* 


Number 

Percentage 


Num  ber 
Percentage 


\  es. 

Yes, 

Physical 

Scheduling 

Yes, 

Yes 

Requirements 

Pregnancy 

Othei 

24 

16 

2 

6 

64.8 

43.2 

5.4 

16.2 

4-  No  Opinion 

o  21 

0  52.5 


Note,  not  calculated  because  most  supervisors  indicated  no  opinion  on  this  item. 


Should  the  number  of  women 
on  a  missile  maintenance 
team  be  limited? 


X^  =  ~A  (n.s.) 


Number 

Percentage 


Yes. 

Yes, 

Physical 

Scheduling 

Yes, 

No 

Yes 

Requirements 

Pregnancy 

Other 

11 

28 

26 

6 

8 

28.2 

71.0 

51.2 

6 

20.5 

flow  would  you  evaluate 
the  training  of  men  and 
women  for  missile  crew  dull? 


Number 

Percentage 


Women  Better  Men  Better  No  Opinion 
4  2  4 

HI  5  10 


X*  -  25.W  (significant) 


Are  men  and  women  equally 
motivated  for  missile  crew  duty  ? 


X  «  12.37  (n.s.) 


Number 

Percentage 


Women  Belter  Men  Better  No  Opinion 
HI  5  3 

25  12.5  7.5 


(amt  pa  re  male/female 
performance  under  stress 
of  missile  crew  duty. 


Number 

Percentage 


Women  Better  Men  Better  No  Opinion 

2  12  Q 

5  30  22.5 


r  =  11.27  (n.s.) 


Table  9.  (Concluded) 


Question 


Responses 


Compare  overall  male/ 
female  performance  on 
a  crew. 

tijual 

Women  Better 

Number 

21 

Pereentage 

52.5 

7.5 

=  13.5  (significant) 

U  x*”  values  evaluate*!  for  signifieanee  or  =  .05  per  family  of  comparisons:  i.e..  each  individual  i  tunparison  was  evaluated  at  a  < 
number  of  total  eoniparisons  (p  <  .007). 

i.  •» 

(Calculation  of  x“  did  not  include  respondents  who  indicated  no  opinion. 


As  a  normal  part  of  operational  unit  procedures,  upgrade  classes  are  conducted,  and  the  average 
scores  from  the  women  and  men  who  took  these  classes  at  the  same  time  are  presented  in  Fable  10.  Tests 
of  statistical  significance  were  not  conducted  on  these  data  because  only  group,  not  individual,  scores  were 
available.  However,  inspection  of  these  scores  leads  to  the  conclusion  that  t fie  scores  from  females  were 
quite  comparable  to  those  from  males  and  that  no  substantial  differences  exist  on  these  in-unit  measures 
of  operational  missile  duty. 


Table  10  Titan  II  Evaluation  Scores  in  Assigned  l  nit 
I  pgrade  Classes:  Men  vs.  Women 


AFB 

Evaluation 

Type 

Office 

rs 

Enlisted 

Men 

n 

W  omen 

n 

Men 

n 

W  omen 

n 

Davis-Monthan 

EWOa 

97.1 

13 

91.1 

1 

NA 

13 

N  A 

■) 

SEb 

1.2C 

13 

3.9 

1 

3.9 

13 

3.3 

2 

Little  Rock 

EWO 

98.1 

9 

95.3 

3 

NA 

11 

NA 

0 

SE 

3.0 

9 

3.8 

3 

3.0 

11 

0 

0 

McConnell 

EWO 

90.9 

23 

100.0 

1 

NA 

3 

N  \ 

f 

SE 

3.9 

27 

1.1 

\ 

2.5 

23 

3.7 

V 

All  Bases 

EWO 

97.2 

15 

95.1 

8 

NA 

n 

N  \ 

0 

SE 

3.8 

19 

3.9 

11 

3.0 

f7 

3.0 

() 

^Kmcrgcncy  War  Order. 
Standardization  Evaluation. 
Maximum  Score  5.0. 


IV.  COM  I  t  SIONS 

Strong  similarities  were  found  between  men  and  women  regarding  their  performance,  attitude,  and 
perception  of  the  training  environment.  Onl\  on  their  rating  of  instructor  efficiency  where  men  rated 
their  instructors  better  than  did  women,  was  there  any  statistical  significant  difference.  It  is  possible  that 
the  gender  difference  between  instructors  and  the  women  might  have  had  sonic  impact  here  but.  in  an\ 
ease,  this  did  not  appear  to  represent  any  meaningful  problem  nor  to  alter  tile  outcome  of  training  for 


women. 


In  I  hr  in-unit  data  from  I  hr  operational  missile  squadrons.  one  ana  in  which  mrii  and  women  ncu 
members  did  differ  was  thr  number  ot  women  that  each  jrroup  indicated  mu  id  hr  a--i^nrd  In  a  erew  if  that 
crew  wa-  In  hr  ahlr  to  hamllr  all  llir  phvsiral  requirements  nf  I  hr  juh.  It  appears  that  a  larfje  number  id 
mrn  frit  that  assign  iii}:  morr  than  two  women  to  a  Inur-memher  erew  would  drrrea-e  thr  i  apahilil \  of  that 
rrrw  to  handle  the  phv-ieal  requirements.  Responses  oil  thr  supervisor  survrv  indiralr  that  -uprrvi-or- 
a l-o  had  Miinr  mnrrrn  about  tin-  issue.  These  result-  point  to  a  nerd  to  examine  the  ph\ -ieal  requirement- 
of  these  M  SLs.  parlieularlv  il  the  numher  of  women  entering  these  fields  inerra.-es  -nh-lanliallv . 

Prohahlv  the  most  important  finding  of  this  studv  is  the  small  numher  of  diflerrmrs  found  hetween 
men  and  women  entering  the  Titan  II  career  field.-.  Generally .  men  and  women  erew  members  were  found 
to  he  quite  alike  in  term-  of  performance  and  evidenced  similar  attitude-  about  training,  capabilities 
acceptance  h\  peer-  and  super*  isors.  and  plans  concerning:  tlie  Mr  forced  Supervisor-  pmerallv  rated 
men  and  women  equallv .  hut  additional  researeh  on  the  phvsiral  aspeets  id  the  job  appear-  warranted,  a- 
well  as  continued  monitoring  of  comparative  performance.  From  these  preliminary  data,  it  would  appear 
that  women  can  be  inirodtieed  into  the  Titan  II  Missile  Launch  Career  Held  and  will  heroine  -uerr--ful 
and  effeetive  missile  erew  member-.  However,  due  to  the  small  numher  of  women  in  the  career  field  at 
thi-  time,  these  results  should  be  considered  tentative  until  more  women  have  entered  the  career  field  and 
have  hern  at  their  dutv  assignment  lor  a  longer  period  ol  lime. 


^Oue-lion-  runerreinj;  plan-  lo  remain  in  the  \ir  Force  brought  -ome  inlere-iin^  data  to  lijiht  concrrnmj!  tin- 
Titan  II  career  field  a-  a  whole.  Tlie-e  data  and  a  di-ni— ion  of  them  are  in  Xpprndix  K. 
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Table  .41.  Titan  It  Technical  Training  Student  Survey: 
Women  vs.  Men 


Women  Men 

(n  =  17)  (n  =  49) 


Ilem 

Mean 

SI) 

Mean 

SI) 

ta 

la. 

Job  security** 

:{.(><> 

1.30 

3.25 

.98 

1.24 

b. 

4.44 

.89 

4.00 

1.01 

1.65 

2a. 

Faster  promotion 

3.13 

1.31 

3.33 

1.06 

-  .55 

b. 

4.13 

.96 

4.29 

.82 

-  .60 

3a. 

Participate  in  decisions 

2.<><) 

1.08 

3.25 

.98 

-1.84 

b. 

3.73 

1.18 

4.06 

.89 

-  .97 

4a. 

(Challenging  assignments 

3.36 

1.32 

3.25 

1.04 

.85 

b. 

4.30 

.63 

4.10 

.75 

2.09 

3a. 

Responsibility 

3.81 

1.33 

3.42 

1.05 

1.07 

b. 

4.13 

.89 

4.08 

.77 

.20 

Oa. 

( Competence 

4.31 

.87 

4.04 

.90 

1.07 

b. 

4.50 

.89 

4.44 

.71 

.49 

7a. 

Good  civilian  job 

2.88 

1 .45 

2.50 

1.27 

.94 

b. 

3.88 

1,45 

3.77 

1.19 

.27 

8a. 

Rase  of  choice 

2.63 

1.31 

2.48 

1.25 

.40 

b. 

3.75 

1.06 

3.83 

1.08 

-  .26 

9a. 

Off -duly  privileges 

2J3 

1.20 

2.58 

1.25 

-1.29 

b. 

2.75 

1 .34 

3.40 

1.01 

-1.78 

10a. 

Freedom  in  work 

3.06 

1.24 

2.85 

1.24 

.59 

b. 

3.31 

.95 

3.33 

1.00 

-  .07 

11a. 

Respect  from  peers 

2.94 

1.39 

3.27 

.98 

-  .88 

b. 

3.06 

1.00 

3.31 

1.11 

-  .84 

12a. 

Attention  paid  to  your  ideas 

3.25 

1.29 

3.54 

1 .05 

-  .81 

b. 

3.50 

.89 

.83 

-1.07 

1 3a. 

Fducational  growth 

3.88 

1.09 

3.75 

1.04 

.42 

b. 

4.38 

.72 

4.40 

.74 

-  .10 

1  la. 

Help  other  students 

3.44 

.96 

3.98 

.89 

-1.98 

b. 

3.69 

.70 

3.83 

1.00 

-  .62 

1 3a. 

Grades  and  test  performance 

4.00 

1 .03 

4.15 

.92 

-  .52 

b. 

4.13 

.96 

4,40 

.74 

-1.03 

16a. 

Receive  compliments 

3.56 

1.15 

3.56 

.97 

.00 

b. 

3.13 

1.09 

3.46 

1.13 

-1.04 

1  7a. 

Fewer  trivial  duties 

2.25 

1.34 

2.54 

1.13 

-  .78 

b. 

3.00 

1.32 

3.42 

1 .33 

-1.10 

18a. 

Fewer  trivial  assignments 

2.56 

1.21 

2.63 

1.23 

-  .20 

b. 

3.31 

1.45 

3,48 

1.18 

-  .42 

16a. 

Self-respect 

4.10 

1.17 

4.21 

1.01 

-  .06 

b. 

4.63 

.72 

4.69 

.75 

-  .29 

20a. 

Ise  of  abilities 

3.88 

1.02 

3.60 

1.07 

.94 

b. 

4.50 

.73 

4.25 

.93 

1.10 

21a. 

(Challenging  assignments 

3.31 

1.25 

2.94 

1.17 

1  04 

b. 

3.75 

1.13 

3, Hi 

.94 

.93 

25 


Talilr  \l.  {(.<>ntinur<l) 


Women  Men 

(n  =  I7>  (n  =  l‘>) 


Ii«*  in 

Mean 

so 

Mean 

SO 

«a 

22  a. 

Special  interest?. 

8.18 

1 .80 

2.88 

1.80 

.87 

I». 

8.78 

1.18 

1.08 

.01 

-1.08 

28a. 

I\arl\  eomplel mn  of  training 

2.80 

1 .8-> 

1.00 

1.22 

111 

h. 

8.28 

I.IH 

8. 1 8 

1 .28 

.20 

2  la. 

Spar**  lime 

8.10 

1 .22 

2.08 

1.12 

.(►1 

I». 

8.81 

1.08 

8.00 

.80 

-■> 

28a. 

l.e»  critical 

8.81 

1.22 

8.21 

1.17 

1.72 

1*. 

8.08 

1.20 

8.88 

.08 

.81 

20  a. 

1  lonor  graduate 

028 

1.00 

8.02 

1.20 

1.02 

h. 

8.00 

1.11 

8.81 

1.02 

-2.12 

>~ 

1 ,1  Icctivc 

2.71 

l.io 

8.00 

1.18 

-2.01 

28. 

K now  led^ealde 

2.00 

1.20 

1.70 

.00 

.02 

20. 

1  uteresOn** 

2.88 

1.82 

8.18 

1.01 

-2.08 

80. 

I  Vpendalde 

2.11 

1.88 

1.08 

.00 

1.21 

81. 

( Ir^aui/ed 

2.71 

1.  10 

8.80 

1.17 

-2.00 

82. 

( ionfident 

8.12 

1.18 

8.08 

1.18 

-2.10 

88. 

( .onvim  inji 

2.20 

1.21 

1.80 

.0(1 

1.17 

81. 

Prepared 

8.00 

1 .  10 

1.01 

1.10 

-2.88 

88. 

Intelligent 

2.21 

1.18 

1.78 

.80 

1.10 

80. 

I  t  I’icient 

2.11 

1.28 

8.81 

1.08 

-1.01* 

87. 

1.  n  courage- 

2.88 

1 .88 

1.00 

.87 

1.00 

88. 

Prai>e* 

2.8.8 

1.18 

8.87 

.80 

-2.08 

80. 

lair 

2.21 

1.18 

1.00 

l.ol 

1.00 

10. 

Pal  ient 

8.00 

1. 10 

1.02 

Ill 

-2.8o 

11. 

(  Considerate 

2.11 

1 .88 

1.08 

.88 

1.21 

12. 

1  leipi  ul 

2.88 

1 .80 

1.10 

l.l  1 

8.28 

18. 

1  riendU 

2.18 

1.20 

1.18 

.71 

2.12 

11 

Supportiv  c 

2.88 

1.27 

1.70 

.88 

1.78 

18. 

( Compliments 

2.7o 

1.20 

8.80 

.70 

-2.80 

10. 

(  ooperatis  c 

2.18 

l.ol 

1.81 

.87 

1.21 

17. 

Student  (S)  hostility 

1.12 

1.22 

8.88 

1.18 

2.07 

18. 

S  relation'* 

8.82 

1.10 

8.0| 

l.ol 

-2.18 

10. 

S  helpfulness 

8.17 

1.28 

8.17 

l.io 

.00 

8o. 

S  cooperation 

8.20 

1.10 

2.02 

1.88 

.88 

81. 

S  quarrels 

8.88 

1.11 

8.88 

1.80 

1 .80 

82. 

S  tensions 

8.88 

1.87 

2.78 

1.81 

1 .88 

88. 

S  work  lordlier 

8.82 

1.12 

8.02 

1.80 

1 .00 

81. 

S  help  in  course 

8.88 

1 .08 

1.00 

.87 

-  .11 

.>.). 

S  unliked 

8. 1 1 

1.10 

8. 1 1 

1 .20 

.00 

8(i. 

S  take  ad\an1a^e 

2.00 

1.87 

2.1  1 

1.27 

-  .80 

.)  t . 

S  equal  opporlunitN 

1.00 

1.00 

8.08 

1.08 

.07 

88. 

S  di-eipline 

2.80 

1.28 

2.81 

1 .00 

.80 

80. 

S  -uper\  isjon 

2.18 

1.07 

1.00 

.70 

.70 

00. 

S  opinion** 

8.88 

t.i  1 

8.0.8 

.08 

-  .01 

01. 

S  Mi^p>lion** 

8.20 

1.21 

8.01 

.77 

-2.02 

02. 

S  participation 

1.21 

.78 

1.88 

.78 

-  .80 

08. 

S  participate  oppose 

1.88 

.70 

1.87 

.08 

-  .00 

Table  Al.  (Continued) 


W  omen  Men 

(..=  17)  (n  =  19) 


Item 

Mean 

SI) 

Mean 

SD 

ta 

64. 

S  recommendations 

3.12 

1.27 

3.63 

1.05 

*1.45 

65. 

S  judgment 

2.76 

1.30 

2.41 

.06 

.00 

66. 

S  helplessness 

3.18 

1.5 1 

2.51 

1.10 

1.64 

()7. 

S  influence 

3.18 

1.33 

2.88 

1.25 

.70 

68. 

S  study  schedule 

3.20 

1.26 

3.57 

1.17 

-  .78 

66. 

S  spare  time 

2.88 

1.41 

3.41 

1.15 

*1.36 

70. 

S  idea  expression 

2.06 

.07 

1.88 

.07 

.64 

71. 

S  independence 

2.76 

1.20 

2,40 

1.12 

.70 

72. 

Perfection  pressure 

2.18 

1.38 

2.10 

.02 

.22 

75. 

Military  atmosphere 

2.35 

1.27 

1.67 

.75 

2.03 

74. 

Squadron  duties 

2.76 

1.72 

1.84 

1.25 

1.07 

75. 

Training  accomplished 
against  personal  values 

2.06 

1.25 

1.76 

.00 

.80 

76. 

Expectations  of  instruction 

2.18 

1.10 

2.35 

1.18 

-  .50 

Organization 

2.71 

1.21 

2.08 

1.02 

1.87 

78. 

Training  objectives 

2.41 

1.33 

2.22 

1.01 

.52 

70. 

Performance  standards 

2.00 

1.00 

2.18 

.03 

-  .63 

80. 

Course  emphasis 

3.50 

1.46 

2.84 

1.31 

1 .83 

81. 

Training  agreement 

3.12 

1.32 

2.78 

1.37 

.88 

82. 

S  workload 

2.41 

.80 

2.40 

1.00 

-  .32 

83. 

Class  work  quantity 

2.76 

1.03 

2.37 

1.01 

1.32 

84. 

Military  bearing 

2.20 

1.05 

1.86 

1.04 

1.42 

85. 

Training  hours 

2.2  4 

.75 

2.30 

.05 

-  .65 

86. 

Training  requirements 

2.71 

1.31 

2.65 

1.07 

.17 

87. 

Training  equipment  adequate 

3.00 

1.46 

2.04 

1.21 

.15 

88. 

Training  equipment  available 

2.06 

1.20 

2.35 

1.15 

-  .85 

80. 

Training  equipment  time 

2.20 

1.26 

2.30 

1.20 

*  .28 

00. 

Evaluation  validity 

2.71 

1.16 

2.86 

UK) 

-  .  46 

01. 

Study  guides 

2.71 

1,40 

2.12 

.05 

1.57 

02. 

Detail  attention 

3.50 

1.42 

2.88 

1.27 

1.78 

03. 

Course  materials 

2.65 

1.22 

2.12 

.00 

1.57 

0  4. 

Course  material  validity 

2.53 

1.01 

2.10 

1.14 

1,43 

05. 

Course  material  difficulty 

2.00 

1.27 

2.20 

1(H) 

-.83 

00. 

Class  progress 

2.12 

1.17 

1.08 

1.03 

*2.62 

07. 

Class  temperature 

2.4! 

1.00 

3.10 

1.1  4 

-2.31 

08. 

Sleeping  facilities 

3.00 

1.32 

3.00 

1.08 

-2,47 

00. 

<  lass  lighting 

3.71 

.00 

3.76 

.85 

-  .18 

100. 

(.’lass  chairs 

2.50 

1.18 

3.0  4 

.08 

-1.38 

101. 

Seating  arrangement 

3.35 

1.00 

3.73 

.67 

-1,42 

102. 

( Hass  break  length 

3.12 

1.22 

3.63 

1.05 

-1.50 

103. 

( Hass  break  number 

3.20 

1.26 

3.88 

.75 

-1 .77 

lot. 

Study  facilities 

3.06 

1.25 

3.2  4 

.07 

-  .53 

105. 

Class  ventilation 

2.71 

1.26 

3.41 

.80 

-2.06 

loo. 

IVst  time 

3.71 

1.05 

3.06 

.8  4 

-  .87 

107. 

( lass  noise 

3. 47 

.0  4 

3.01 

.81 

-  .53 

108 

( Hass  work  space 

3.65 

.03 

4.02 

.78 

-1.43 

100. 

Supplementary  materials 

3.20 

1.10 

3.02 

.81 

-2.11 

1 10. 

Recreation  facilities 

3.53 

1.18 

3.73 

.07 

-  .61 

Table  Al.  (Concluded) 


Women 

Me 

n 

(n  =  17) 

(n  = 

W) 

Item 

Mean 

SI) 

Mean 

SI) 

ta 

111. 

Study  time 

3.58 

m 

3.70 

1.20 

-  .70 

1 12. 

Test  review 

3.35 

.03 

3.81 

.87 

-1.85 

113. 

Difficult  material 

2.71 

1.05 

3. 13 

1.10 

-2.35 

111. 

Shifts 

3.18 

1.07 

3. 17 

1.04 

-1.01 

115. 

Feel  about  technical  training 

3.18 

.05 

3. 17 

.70 

-1.10 

lib. 

Career  field 

TOO 

1.17 

3.88 

.05 

.37 

117. 

Air  Force 

3.70 

1.03 

1.21 

.85 

-1.08 

118. 

Preferred  career 

3.53 

1.5! 

2.50 

1 .40 

2.21 

IK). 

Information  about  career 

3.24 

1.04 

2.73 

1.30 

1.13 

120. 

Technical  training  on  career 

3.70 

1.25 

3.53 

1.14 

.05 

121. 

( Iross-train 

2.05 

1.50 

3.18 

1.30 

-1.25 

Mute.  For  a  complete  Idling  of  each  item  and  the 

cor respond ing  response  option 

».  see  Figure  1 

in  main  text. 

Bonferroni  i  .  -  p  =  <11  -  f>d.  •  <■  = 

1 1:. 

l 

(Questions  1— 2!o  contained  (ho  Males.  Seale  "a" 

S  *11  \OII  perform  V»( 

II.  and  si 

ale  **ir'  is  lie*  important  to 

\ou.” 

*p  < 


APPESDiX  B:  MISSILE  CREW  MEMBER  SfRVEY 


V  BACKUROl  Nl> 


1 .  Age 

(a)  17-20  years 

(b)  21-21  years 

(c)  25-28  years 

(0)  20  years  or  over 


2.  Sex 

(a)  Male 

(b)  Female 


8.  Current  Grade/Rank 


(y)  0-1 

(<•)  K-l 

<b>  0-2 

(f)  E-2 

(<■)  0-3 

(p)  E-3 

(»D  o-l 

(h)  F-V 

l.  Previous  l)AFS( ! _ 

5.  Years  on  Active  I >nt y 

(a)  0- 1  years 

(b)  5-8  years 
(e)  0-12  years 

(d)  18  years  or  more 


0.  Geographic  region  of  Last  Duty  Assignment 

(a)  North  Central  (ND/SD/MN/MI/IL/NE/IA/IN/WI) 

(b)  North  East  (MF7\  T/NH/V1  A/CT^NY/PA/WV/VA/OH/MD/DE) 
(r)  South  East  (MS/AI VGA/TN/NC/SC/FL) 

(d)  South  Central  (KS/Vi  >/ AR/OK/TX/LA) 

(e)  South  West  (CO/NM/AZ/t  T/NV/CA) 

(f)  North  West  (WA/OR/ID/MT/WY) 

(g)  Overseas 
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MISSILE  TRAINING 

Please  circle  the  number  w  hich  best  indicates  the  degree  of  learning  difficulty  which  you  experienc  ed  in 
each  of  the  following  areas  ol  missile  training: 

1  -  No  difficulty 

2  -  Slight  difficulty 

3  -  Moderate  difficulty 
1  -  Extreme  difficulty 


ACADEMICS 


Tech  Order  Exercises 


8.  Communications 


Launch  and  Checkout 


10.  Complex  Power 


MISSILE  PROCEDI  RES  TRAINER  (MPT) 


2  3 


2  3 


2  3 


2  3 


12.  Readiness  Monitoring  1 

13.  Normal  Procedures  1 

11.  Emergency  Procedures  1 

15.  EWO  Phase  1 

16.  How  many  hours  of  study  did  you  spend  per  dav  outside  the  classroom? 

(a)  0  to  1  hour 

(b)  1  1/2  to  2  hours 

(c)  2  1/2  to  3  hours 

(d)  3  1/2  hours  or  more 

17.  How  many  total  hours  of  remedial  instruction  in  the  MPT  did  you  receive? 

(a)  1/2  to  I  hour 

(b)  2  to  3  hours 

(c)  1  hours  or  more 

(d)  Didn't  receive  any  remedial  training  in  the  MPT 

18.  How  many  total  hours  of  remedial  classroom  training  did  you  receive? 

(a)  1/2  to  1  hour 

(b)  2  to  3  hours 

(c)  i  hours  or  more 

(d)  Didn't  receive  any  remedial  classroom  instruction 


3  1 


3  1 


3  1 


3  1 


Please  rate  the  utility  of  the  following  items  to  your  overall  missile  training  process: 

1  -  Extremely  valuable 

2  -  Moderately  valuable 

3  -  Little  value 

4  -  No  value  whatsoever 

5  -  No  opinion  or  not  used 

1().  Technical  Orders/Publications  1 


20.  IQT  Missile  Safety  Workbook 

21.  MPT  Study  Guide 

22.  IQT  Academic  Study  Guide 

23.  Missile  Procedure  Trainer 

24.  Audio-Visual  Training  Devices 

25.  Instructor’s  Teaching  Techniques 

20.  Instructor  s  Personality 

27.  Exposure  to  More  than  One  Instructor 

28.  Support/Assistance  from  Other  Students 

Gircle  the  number  which  best  describes  yourself  as  a  missile  trainee 

Scale:  I  -  Extremely  good 

2  -  Good 

3  Above  average 

1  -  Average 

5  -  Below  average 

20.  Your  attitude  toward  the  missile  career  field 


3  4  5 


3  4  5 


3  4  5 


3  4  5 


3  4 


2  3  4  5 


2  3  4  5 


2  3  4  5 


2  3  4  5 


2  3  4  5 


1  2  3  4  5 


30.  Your  attitude  toward  missile  instruction  compared  to  that  of  other 

students  12  3  4  5 


3i. 


Overall  potential  for  becoming  a  competent  missile  combat  crew 
member 


I 


2  3  \ 


32.  Possess  background  experience  pertinent  to  missile  training  perfor¬ 
mance  i23i  :> 

33.  Overall  performance  as  a  missile  crew  member  trainee  12  3  1  3 

31.  Your  attitude  toward  the  quality  of  lyT  instruction  12  3  I  3 

33.  How  did  you  perceive  your  acceptance  by  the  instructors  12  3  1  •  > 

36.  How  did  you  perceive  \our  acceptance  by  other  students  12  3  l  > 

SfcLF-EV  ALI  ATION  OF  MISSILE  CAPABILITIES 

Please  indicate  the  importance  of  the  following  factors  for  you  entering  the  missile  career  field 

1  -  Very  important 

2  -  Somewhat  important 

3  -  l  n important 


37. 

Education  opportunities 

1  2  3 

38. 

Particular  geographic  area 

1  2  3 

3«). 

Career  enhancement 

1  2  3 

to. 

Increased  responsibility 

1  2  3 

t). 

Other  (Specify) 

1  2  3 

Please 

describe  yourself  as  a  missile  trainee  in 

terms  of  the  degree  to  which  you  possess 

these  attributes 

Scale:  I 

-  Possess  this  attribute  to  fullest  degree 

2 

-  Possess  to  moderate  degree 

3 

-  Lack  this  attribute  c  ompletely 

12. 

Physical  strength  and  endurance 

1  2  3 

13. 

Crew  coord i nation:  quick  reaction 

1  2  3 

11. 

Abilitv  to  absorb  technical  information 

1  2  3 

tr>. 

Mental  alertness 

1  2  3 
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w». 

Resourceful  ness/ problem  solving  ability 

1 

2 

i:. 

Attention  to  detail:  thoroughness 

1 

2 

t«. 

Prudent/prat  ieality 

1 

2 

h. 

Patience 

I 

2 

30. 

Safet\  Consciousness 

1 

2 

House 

indicate  (lie  level  of  skill  which  you  developed  in  each  of  the  following  crew  member  function 

Scale:  1  - 

Excellent  skill 

2  _ 

Moderate  skill 

3  - 

Limited  skill 

X  - 

No  skill 

ACADEMICS 

31. 

Tech  Order  exercises 

1  2 

3 

32. 

t  Communications 

1  2 

3 

33. 

l.aunch  and  checkout 

1  2 

3 

31. 

1  .omplex  power 

1  2 

3 

KAO  procedures 

1  2 

3 

missile  phochm rktrainer  <mpt) 

Readiness  monitoring 

1  2 

3 

37. 

Normal  procedure* 

1  2 

3 

38. 

Emergent  \  procedure* 

1  2 

3 

30. 

LUO  phase 

I  2 

3 

oo. 

\re  there  anv  problems  that  appear  to  be  unique  to  either  s ex  '  If  yes.  please  explain. 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 


x 

x 

i 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

f 
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APPESDIX  C:  MISSILE  LAI  NO!  CAREER  FILL!)  SI  R\KY 


The  Air  Force  Human  Resources  Laboratory  has  been  tasked  by  AFMPC  to  evaluate  certain  aspects 
of  Air  Force  missile  career  fields.  This  survey  has  been  developed  as  a  part  of  this  evaluation.  Please 
answer  all  questions  as  honestly  as  possible  since  the  results  of  this  survey  will  have  an  impart  upon  your 
career  field.  Your  suggestions  are  encouraged,  and  a  “Remakrs**  section  is  included  at  the  end  of  the 
survey.  If  you  are  not  currently  on  a  Missile  Combat  Crew,  respond  based  upon  your  experiences  from 
when  you  were  on  one. 


^hat  is  your  present  rank/ 

f.  L-l 

a.  0-1 

g.  K-2 

b.  0-2 

h.  E-8 

C.  0-8 

i.  E-f 

d.  0-1 

j.  E-5 

e.  0-5 

k.  E-(> 

2.  ^  hat  is  your  present  AFSC? 

a.  1 82  i  F 

b.  1828 
r.  1825 

d.  3I6X0F 

e.  541XOE 

f.  Other— please  list _ ____ _ __ 

8.  Air  Force  base  assigned: 

a.  Davis-Monthan 

b.  McConnell 

c.  Little  Rin  k 

d.  Other  — please  list _ _ _ 

L  Sex 

a.  female 
h.  male 

t.  hat  was  your  AFSC  immediately  before  entering  the  missile  career  field.  Indicate  none  if  v on  had  no 
previous  AFSC. 

a.  Please  li*>'_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

b.  None 

(».  bat  was  the  one  source  of  information  which  influenced  vou  nu»st  to  cuter  the  missile  career  field/ 
a.  CBPO 

h.  \ir  Force  Times 

c.  Rase  newspaper  or  bulletin 

d.  Recruiter 

e.  R( )  H  1  detachment 

f  Xnother  \ir  Force  member  blit  not  from  any  of  the  above  groups  —  please  li>!  relationship  to  vou:_ 

g.  Other  — please  list _  ..  _ _ 

7.  How  much  information  did  this  source  provide/ 
a.  Ml  necessarv  information 

h.  Considerable  information 

c.  Some  information 

d.  Little  information 

e.  Muiosl  no  information 
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8.  How  accurate  was  th<‘  information  from  this  source? 
a.  Kxtremely  accurate 
h.  \  ery  accurate 

c.  I'arlK  acrurate/partly  inaccurate 
8.  \  er\  inaccurate 

c.  Totally  inaccurate 

*).  How  difficult  did  you  expert  missile  training  to  he? 
a.  \  cry  difficult 
h.  Difficult 

c.  Neither  difficult  nor  easy 

d.  Ka>\ 

e.  \  cr\  easy 

10.  How  accurate  were  your  expectations  ol  the  missile  career  field  training? 
a.  Kxtremely  accurate 
h.  \  er\  accurate 

c.  PartK  accurate/parti)  inaccurate 

d.  \  cr\  inaccurate 

e.  lotallv  inaccurate 

I  I.  ^  a>  missile  career  field  training  easier  or  harder  than  you  expected? 
a.  Much  easier 
I).  Kasier 

c.  Not  easier  or  harder 

d.  Harder 

r.  Much  harder 

\2.  How  difficult  did  \ou  expert  the  operational  missile  joh  to  he? 
a.  \  cr\  difficult 
l).  Difficult 

c.  Neither  difficult  nor  ea>\ 

d.  I,a>\ 

e.  \  cr\  easy 

18.  How  acc  urate  were  \our  expectations  of  an  operational  wing  in  the  nns^d  *  career  field  c  ompare 
information  nm  obtained  prior  to  reporting? 
a.  I'AlremeU  accurate* 

Ik  \  »'r\  accurate* 

c.  I*artl\  accurate/ partly  inaccurate 

d.  V  er\  inaccurate 

e.  Total l \  inaccurate 

I  I.  I>  \oiir  ope  rational  |«>l>  easier  or  harder  than  whj  expected? 
a.  Much  easier 
h.  Kasier 

c  .  Not  easier  or  harder 
d.  Harder 
c.  Muc  h  harder 
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If*.  VI  hirh  slateiii4knl  best  stii!iiiiariz«*s  relationships  between  students  in  missile  training? 

a.  Some  students  treated  others  better  on  the  basis  of  individual  preference. 

b.  Some  students  treate<i  same-sex  students  better. 

r.  Some  students  treated  opposite-sex  students  better, 
d.  Students  treated  earh  other  equally. 

If).  bat  statement  best  summarizes  instructor-student  relationships  in  missile  training? 

a.  Some  students  were  treated  better  than  others  on  tile  basis  of  individual  preference. 

b.  Some  female  students  were  given  a  harder  time  than  male  students. 

c.  Some  male  students  were  given  a  harder  time  than  female  students. 

d.  Students  were  treated  equal!). 

17.  Now  that  you  are  in  an  operational  missile  wing,  what  statement  best  summarizes  the  treatment  of  \ou 
and  your  peers  by  your  supervisors? 

a.  Some  people  are  treated  better  than  others  on  the  basis  of  individual  preference. 

b.  Some  men  are  treated  better. 

e.  Some  women  are  treated  belter. 

d.  Kveryone  is  treated  equal!)  h\  supervisors. 

18.  Do  vou  feel  that  men  and  women  receive  equal  treatment  in  your  career  field? 

a.  Yes, 

b.  No.  men  receive  better  treatment  (Optional:  please  explain  in  remarks  ). 

c.  No.  women  receive  better  treatment  (Optional:  please  explain  in  remarks.). 

Id.  Have  you  been  accepted  by  your  peers  in  your  career  field  as  an  equally  qualified  member  of  a  Missile 
(.rew  Team? 

a.  All  of  the  time 

b.  Most  of  the  time  (Optional:  please  explain  iff  remarks.) 

e.  Sometimes  (Optional:  please  explain  in  remarks.) 
cf.  Never  (Optional:  please  explain  in  remarks,) 

20.  Hate  life  facilities  (availability  of  restrooms,  working  environment,  communication,  transportation, 
etc.)  that  the  Air  Force  provides  for  you  to  do  your  job. 

a.  Excellent— everything  I  need 

b.  (rood  —  most  every  thing  I  need 

c.  Adequate 

d.  Inadequate  (Optional:  please  explain  in  remarks.) 

e.  I  nacceptahl.*  (Optional:  please  explain  in  remarks.) 

21.  Hate  special  clothiiig/cquipinent  (headgear,  weapons  belt,  uniforms,  footwear,  etc.)  that  the  \ir  Force 
provides  for  you  to  do  your  job. 

a.  Excellent— everything  I  need 

b.  (rood  — most  everything  I  need 

c.  Adequate 

d.  Inadequate  (Optional:  please  explain  in  remarks.) 

e.  I  nacceplahle  (Optional:  please  explain  in  remarks.) 

22.  Via  s  \our  spouse  in  favor  of  vour  entering  the  missile  career  field  or  opposed  to  it  ? 

a.  Yerv  much  in  favor 

b.  In  favor 

c.  No  opinion 

d.  Opposed 

e.  V  er\  much  opposed 

f.  N  A  — unmarried 


28.  Now  that  \ oil  an*  in  an  operational  wing.  is  your  spouse  supportive  o|  your  parli<  ipation  in  the  missile 
eareer  tiehl  «>r  against  it? 

a.  \  er\  supportive 

b.  Somewhat  supportive 

c.  Neither  supportive  nor  against  it 
<1.  Against  it 

e.  \  er\  muc  h  against  it 
I.  N A  —  unmarried 

2  f.  \re  you  lor  or  against  women  being  assigned  to  tin*  missile  career  field? 

a.  \  er\  much  in  lavor 
h.  In  favor 
e.  No  opinion 

d.  ( )ppe>se*el 

e.  \erv  muc  h  opposed 

2.).  An*  you  lor  or  against  non-volunteers  being  assigned  to  tin*  missile*  career  field? 

a.  \  er\  much  in  favor 
h.  In  favor 
e.  No  opinion 

d.  1  )pposed 

e.  \  erv  much  opposed 

2(>.  Assuming  there  is  no  medical  risk,  how  long  do  you  think  a  co-worker  could  perform  the  duties  of 
your  job  if  pregnant  ? 

a.  Not  at  all  once*  pregnanev  is  discovered 

b.  Through  8  months  of  pre*gnam*y 

c.  Through  (>  months  of  pregnanev 

d.  Through  8  months  of  pregnane) 

e.  Through  8  1/2  months  of  pregnanev 
I.  Through  the  entire  term  of  pregnanev 

27.  flow  many  women  do  you  think  can  be  assigned  to  vcnir  crew  and  still  handle*  the*  physical  require¬ 
ments  of  the*  job? 

a.  0 

b.  I 

e.  2 

d.  8 

c.  f 

28.  Vi  hat  was  your  most  important  reason  for  entering  the*  missile  career  field? 

a.  The*  challenge  of  the*  job 

h.  To  enter  the  operational  Air  Force 

e.  To  change*  from  my  previeius  eareer  field 

d.  I  have*  alwavs  liked  missile's. 

e.  The  \ir  f  orce  assigned  me*  to  missiles. 

f.  Other  —  please  list _ _ _ 

2‘T  W  hat  are  your  plans  for  remaining  in  the  missile*  eare*er  field? 

a.  I  plan  to  stay  as  long  as  the*  \ir  Force*  lets  me*. 

b.  I  plan  tee  Slav  2  or  8  tours  and  them  eross-train. 

c.  I  plan  to  slav  onl\  one  tour  and  them  cross-train. 

d.  1  plan  to  get  out  ol  missih*s  as  soon  as  possible*. 
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30.  From  what  sourer  do  you  think  thr  Air  Force  should  obtain  people  for  \our  career  field? 

a.  Accessions  (ROTO.  OTS.  A I  A  lor  officers;  Basic*  lor  enlisted) 
h.  Active  Duty 

c.  Some  combination  of  accessions  and  active  duty 

d.  No  opinion 

e.  Other — please  list _ _ _ _ _ 

31 .  How  well  trained  an*  you  for  vour  job? 

a.  Extremely  well  trained 
h.  Well  trained 

c.  Adequately  trained 

d.  Inadequately  trained  (Optional:  please  explain  in  remarks. 

e.  Poorly  trained  (Optional:  please  explain  in  remarks.) 

32.  Is  th#*  pressure  of  maintaining  job  proficiency  greater  or  le  ss  than  you  expected? 

a.  Much  less 

b.  Less 

c.  Neither  less  nor  greater 

d.  Greater 

e.  Much  greater 

’LL  Is  the  pressure  of  your  job  greater  or  less  than  \our  previous  career  field? 
a.  Much  less 
l».  Less 

c.  Neither  less  nor  greater 

d.  Greater 

e.  Much  greater 

f.  NA  —  I  had  no  pievious  career  field. 

.‘U.  Did  von  intend  to  make  the*  Air  Force  a  career  prior  to  entering  tin*  missile  career  field? 
a.  Definitely  yes 
l).  Probably  ves 
e.  I  nsure 
d.  Probably  no 
c.  Definitely  no 

33.  Do  you  intend  to  make  the*  Air  Force  a  career  now  that  you  an*  in  missiles? 

a.  I  )efinitely  ves 

b.  Probably  ves 

c.  I  nsure 

d.  Probably  no 

e.  Definitely  no 

3b.  How  many  more  years  do  you  plan  to  stay  in  the*  \ir  Force  after  your  current  assignment? 

a.  o 

b.  4 

C.  8 

d.  12 

c.  lb  or  more 


'M.  List  the  three  most  positive  aspects.  in  order,  and  three  most  negative  aspeets.  in  order,  of  your  eareer 
field. 

a.  Most  positive _ _ _ _ 


h.  Second  most  positive. 


v.  Third  most  positive. 


d.  Most  negative. 


e.  Second  most  negative. 


I.  Third  most  negative. 


Remarks: 
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Table  Cl.  ( Continued ) 


Question 


Response  Seale 


6.  Source  t>f  information  Base  Newspaper 


un  Missile  ( '.areer 

Field  (MCK) 

(BPO 

AF  Times 

or  Bulletin 

Nr 

% 

Nr 

% 

Nr  % 

%  omen 

3 

2 

2 

2 

1  1 

Men 

10 

2 

2 

0  0 

Hecruiler 

mm: 

AF  Member 

Other 

Nr  % 

Nr 

% 

Nr 

% 

Nr  % 

W  omen 

3  2 

2 

2 

0 

5 

4  3 

Men 

10  12 

28 

21 

13 

10 

40  31 

*  7.07  (n.s.) 

Amount  of  info  provided 

All 

Considerable 

Some 

Little 

Almost  No 

Nr  % 

Nr 

% 

Nr  % 

Nr 

% 

Nr  % 

W  omen 

2  10 

8 

38 

4  10 

4 

10 

3  14 

Men 

2  2 

10 

17 

30  36 

21 

10 

28  26 

Accuracy  of  info 

Extremely 

\  ery 

Partly 

V  erv 

Totally 

provided 

Accurate 

Accurate 

Accurate 

Inaccurate 

Inaccurate 

Nr  % 

Nr 

% 

Nr  % 

Nr 

% 

Nr  % 

Women 

3  1  4 

j 

24 

10  48 

0 

0 

3  14 

Men 

X  X 

20 

24 

60  55 

13 

12 

6  6 

Expected  difficulty 

Very 

\  erv 

of  missile  training 

Difficult 

Difficult 

Neither 

Easy 

Easv 

Nr  % 

Nr 

% 

Nr  % 

Nr 

% 

Nr  % 

Women 

7  33 

<> 

20 

7  33 

0 

0 

1  5 

Men 

13  12 

43 

30 

48  44 

5 

5 

0  0 

u 


Table  Cl.  (Continued) 


Question 

Response  Scale 

10, 

Atrurary  of  expectations 

Extremely 

\  ery 

Partly 

Very 

Totally 

of  training 

Accurate 

Accurate 

Accurate 

Inaccurate 

Inaccurate 

Nr 

% 

Nr 

“• 

Nr  % 

Nr 

Nr 

^  omen 

•t 

10 

7 

:i:i 

:  :i:i 

3  21 

<1  <1 

Men 

8 

7 

22 

20 

:>8  :>3 

12  1  1 

0  8 

11. 

Training  easier  or 

Much 

Not 

Much 

harder  than  expected 

Easier 

Easier 

Easier 

Harder 

Harder 

Nr 

% 

Nr 

•s, 

Nr 

Nr 

Nr 

^  omen 

V 

10 

8 

:i8 

7  33 

2  10 

0  0 

Men 

lit 

12 

18 

38 

38  38 

18  17 

•»  ■> 

12. 

Expected  difficulty 

Wry 

Wry 

of  operation*  1  joh 

Difficult 

Difficult 

Neither 

Easy 

Easy 

Nr 

•*„ 

Nr 

Nr  % 

Nr 

Nr 

Women 

1 

:> 

5 

24 

1 1  32 

3  1  l 

1  :» 

Men 

0 

8 

18 

30 

32  V8 

3  3 

•)  ■> 

13. 

Accuracy  of  expectations 

Extremely 

Wry 

Partly 

\  ery 

I  otally 

of  operational  job 

Accurate 

A<*curale 

Inarm  rate 

Inaeeurale 

Inaccurate 

Nr 

% 

Nr 

X. 

Nr  % 

Nr 

Nr 

Women 

1 

.! 

U 

2V 

8  38 

1  l‘> 

10 

Men 

(t 

(i 

M 

13 

00  U3 

17  D» 

3  3 

IV 

Operational  job  easier 

Much 

Not 

Much 

or  harder  than  expected 

Easier 

Easier 

Easier 

Harder 

Harder 

Nr 

% 

Nr 

% 

Nr  % 

Nr 

Nr 

Cornell 

1 

10 

3 

24 

0  13 

3  11 

0  0 

Men 

H 

7 

18 

:i:» 

48  M 

12  II 

3  3 

42 


Table  (J.  (Continued) 


Question 

Response  Scale 

13.  Relationships 

Individual 

Same-Sex 

( Ipposite-Se  \ 

Kqual 

lietween  student." 

Preferences 

Better 

Belter 

Treatment 

\r  % 

Nr 

Nr 

Nr 

% 

'A  omen 

II  8 

1  1 

n  n 

n 

~ 

Men 

IT  30 

0  0 

A  2 

3n 

43 

\2  -  1.23  (n.O 

I(>.  Instructor-student 

Indiv  idttal 

Mi  omen  (riven 

Men  (oven 

Kqual 

relationship  in  training 

Preferences 

Hard  Time 

Hard  rime 

Treatment 

Nr 

Nr 

Nr  “« 

Nr 

% 

^  omen 

(i  ;> 

•»  >i 

0  II 

13 

10 

Men 

21  lo 

1  I 

(>  3 

81 

62 

*“  -  Art  In..".) 

IT.  SupTvisor  treatment 

(infix  idual 

Men  Treated 

Women  Treated 

Kqual 

iit  op-rational  wing 

Preferences 

Better 

Better 

Treatment 

Nr 

Nr  % 

Nr 

Nr 

% 

^  omen 

11  11 

U  (1 

o  n 

7 

3 

Men 

:.<»  \a 

0  0 

i:>  12 

38 

2V 

X2  =  2.33  (n.s.) 

1H.  Kqual  treatment  for 

No. 

men  get  letter 

No.  women  get  better 

men  and  women 

V" 

treatment 

treatment 

Nr 

Nr 

% 

Nr 

% 

W  omen 

IT 

13 

2 

■V 

1 

1 

Men 

()l 

i: 

•» 

- 

u» 

36 

=  <>  R,  In.".) 

P).  \ereplailee  ||>  |H‘er" 

All  of 

Most  of 

in  \|l> 

the  time 

the  time 

Sometimes 

Never 

Nr 

Nr 

Nr  % 

Nr 

% 

^  nnien 

0  M 

in  18 

2  in 

0 

0 

Me,, 

h  t 

2d  21 

A  A 

n 

n 

J 


Table  (J.  (Continued) 


Question 

Kesponse  Seal** 

20.  Facilities  rating 

Exeellenl 

(«ihkI 

\dequale 

Inadequate 

l  naeeeptahle 

Nr 

Nr 

Nr 

Nr 

Nr 

Women 

3  u 

\:\ 

02 

3  21 

0  0 

0  0 

Men 

i  i 

TO 

20  21 

0  0 

0  0 

21.  (Nothing  anti 

Exeellenl 

(  »OOll 

Adequate 

Inadeq  uate 

V  naeceptable 

equipment  ratings 

-  - 

— 

Nr 

% 

Nr 

•o  Nr 

Nr 

Nr 

% 

^  omen 

3  It 

10 

18 

8  38 

0  0 

0  0 

Men 

ir>  it 

73 

07 

21  10 

0  0 

0  (I 

22.  Spouse's  opinion  of 

Very  rnueh 

In 

No 

\  er\  mueh 

entering  M('.F 

in  favor 

fav  or 

opinion 

Opposed 

opposed 

N  A 

Nr 

%  Nr  °o 

Nr  % 

Nr 

Nr 

N  r  "ti 

Women 

2 

1  2  1 

1  1 

1  1 

0 

0 

13  12 

Men 

3 

2  17  13 

38  20 

:>  i 

0 

3 

10  31 

X2  =  0.70  («.>.) 

23.  Spouse  s  support 

Very 

Against 

\  er\  mueh 

of  MCF 

Supportive 

Supportive 

Neither 

it 

Against  it 

N  \ 

Nr 

Nr 

Nr  % 

Nr  % 

Nr 

Nr  ’V 

W  omen 

3 

2  2  1 

0  0 

2  1 

0 

0 

11  11 

Men 

24 

18  10  12 

18  1  l 

0  7 

12 

0 

30  23 

X2  =  10.78  (n.s.) 

21.  Opinion  of  women 

\  er>  ill  lie  h 

No 

V  erv  min  li 

in  MOF 

in  fa\or 

In  Favor 

<  Opinion 

t  tpposed 

t  >p|H»ed 

Nr 

Nr 

\ 

Nr 

Nr 

Nr 

^  omen 

13  02 

1 

10 

1  :» 

l 

2  10 

Men 

20  18 

38 

33 

30  28 

13  U 

0  (i 

U 


Table  Cl.  (Continued) 


(Question 


Response  Scale 


Opinion  of  non- 
volunteers  in  Ml  IF 

\  erv  much 
in  favor 

In  Favor 

No 

Opinion 

( )pjM>sed 

Very  much 
Opposed 

Nr  % 

Nr 

% 

Nr  % 

Nr 

% 

Nr  % 

U  omen 

1 

0 

0 

3  14 

7 

33 

10  48 

Men 

0  0 

15 

14 

24  22 

37 

34 

33  30 

Ihiration  ol  duties 

Not  at 

Cntire 

if  pregnant 

all 

3  months 

6  month 

S 

8  months 

8  1/2  month 

s  Term 

Nr  % 

Nr  % 

Nr 

% 

Nr 

Nr 

%  Nr  % 

U  omen 

<i  2b 

8  38 

10 

3  U 

<1 

0  2  10 

Men 

*2  2b 

32  2b 

2b 

27 

7  6 

2 

2  6  5 

Number  of  women 

0 

1 

2 

3 

1 

per  crew 

Nr 

Nr 

% 

Nr 

Nr 

\ 

Nr  % 

^  omen 

1  5 

1 

.) 

2  10 

o 

Hi 

15  70 

Men 

7  6 

15 

14 

43  3b 

16 

15 

28  26 

Reason  for  entering 

Kilter 

Change 

Like 

I'SAF 

MCI 

Job  O, 

teral  ioiial 

( lareer 

Missile 

Assigned 

( Challenge 

l  S\F 

Fields 

Field 

AFSC 

1  ft  her 

Nr 

Nr  % 

Nr 

% 

Nr  % 

Nr 

A.  N  r  % 

U  omen 

f  3 

:>  4 

5 

4 

1  I 

2 

1  4  3 

Men 

II  8 

27  2! 

f 

3 

3  2 

fl 

32  23  18 

-  1  1  .58  (n.s.l 

Flan-  to  remain 

Vs  long 

2-3 

One 

Cel  out 

in  Ml  1 

as  possible 

tours 

tour 

ASAP 

Nr  % 

Nr 

Nr 

\ 

Nr 

Women 

6  2b 

<» 

2b 

3 

it 

6  2b 

Men 

28  26 

21 

lb 

17 

16 

*3  3b 

Table  Cl.  (Continued) 


(Question 


Response  Neale 


lo. 

Nmree  oi  jieople 

\el»ve 

t  ann  lunation 

No 

for  M<  \ 

Aeeessions 

Itutv 

ol  Laeli 

1  Ipmioii 

Wilier 

Nr 

“<* 

Nr 

4„ 

Nr 

Nr 

Nr 

%  omen 

! 

1 

t 

2 

It  11 

!  ! 

2  1 

Men 

1 

12 

0 

t>o  51 

It>  12 

: 

•> 

-  0.68  (n.s.) 

.11. 

How  well  trained 

Kxlremelv 

Well 

VI  ell 

\d«*f(ua(el« 

Inadequate)* 

Priori* 

Nr 

Nr 

*•„ 

Nr  % 

Nr 

Nr 

^  omen 

5 

2t 

0 

l  t 

(>  20 

1  5 

i>  n 

Men 

2H 

2*> 

47 

25  21 

1  l 

1  1 

12. 

Pressure  of  maintaining 

Mueh 

M  mli 

job  profit- ienet 

less 

1  es*. 

Neither 

1  .renter 

t . renter 

Nr 

Nr 

Nr 

X 

Nr 

Nr 

VI  omen 

1 

1  \ 

2 

10 

» 

lit 

<»  20 

2  lo 

Men 

i  1 

lo 

t: 

U 

15  12 

21  lo 

11 

Job  pressure  eo  in  pared 

Mini) 

Mndi 

to  previous  eareer 

le- 

Less 

Neither  <. renter 

1  .realer 

N  \ 

Nr 

X 

Nr 

Nr 

Nr 

Nr 

Nr 

^  omen 

•J 

U 

1 

|0 

21  2 

10  | 

5  it  n 

Men 

-pi 

Ut 

11 

2H  21 

lo  :> 

'»  0 

<>  n  n 

•» 

=  1 .11  <n.s.) 

:u. 

Plans  to  make  \ i  !  or<  e 

l  tef  i||  it  el  v 

ProhahK 

Probablv 

1  tel  1  ml  el  \ 

a  earner  prior  *. 

Mil 

>e* 

W* 

I  iiMire 

No 

No 

Nr 

Nr 

Nr 

Nr 

Nr 

^  omen 

5 

21 

(t 

21* 

t 

1  1 

1  P> 

t  1  t 

Men 

II 

r 

1 H 

i: 

lit 

i: 

15  II 

i:  it* 

.Vi. 

Plaii^  in  make  \ir  Lorre 

1  tel  llitleU 

ProbabK 

Probablv 

Itelimtelv 

a  eareer  now  in  Mt  1 

>es 

1  loom- 

No 

No 

Nr 

Nr 

«„ 

Nr 

■v 

Nr 

Nr 

W  omen 

it 

1 

J 

hi 

t*  20 

5  2 1 

Men 

V. 

tj 

2t 

21 

1  1 

1 1 

II  lo 

2t.  2 1 

d\*”  xahie*  i  \  jIii.iIimI  lor  am  e  <t  O. *  per  fnmih  ot  eoinpari-mi'.  i.c  .  earh  noli*  iilu.il  eoniparisntt  wa*  evaluated  at 

number  o|  iot.il  i  mu  par  i-oii »  (p  <'  (Hi  do 


iPPFSDIX  I)  MISSILE  I  \I  \CH  CAREER  FIELD  SI  PERYISOR  SI  R\K^ 


1.  Vb  hal  i'*  \otir  present  rank  ? 

a.  E  — 1 

h.  E-T) 
r.  F-<» 

(i  E-: 

e.  K-H 

f.  F-‘> 

£  —  I 

h.  0  —  2 

i.  o— 

j.  o-i 

k.  o-r> 
i  o—o 

2.  \ i r  Force  base  assigned: 

a.  I )a\ is-Monthan 

b.  Mr!  .on nell 

c.  I  .ill  It*  Rock 

F  VI  lull  level  supervisor  are  you? 

a.  Direct  supervisor  of  a  Titan  II  launch  crew 

1).  Direct  supervisor  of  a  Titan  II  maintenance  team 

r.  Squadron  Operations  Officer 

d.  Squadron  Commander 

c.  None  ot  the  above.  (Specify: _ 

1.  Do  \ on  supervise  men  and  women  in  Titan  II  operations? 

a.  ^  es 

b.  No 

:>.  How  many  women  should  be  assigned  to  a  missile  launch  crew  ? 
a.  None 
h.  One 

c.  Two 

d.  Three 

e.  Four 

f.  No  opinion 

0.  ^  h\  should  the  number  of  women  on  a  missile  launch  crew  be  limited? 

a.  There  should  be  no  limitations. 

b.  Because  of  the  physical  requirements  of  the  job 

e.  To  avoid  scheduling  problems  due  to  pregnancies 

d.  Other  (Please  specify: _ 


7.  How  ntan\  woinrn  should  hr  assigurd  to  a  inissih*  inainlniamr  tram? 

a.  Nonr 
h.  <  hit* 

V.  Iwd 

d.  Thrrr 
r.  hour 
t .  No  opt  uion 

8.  ^  In  should  thr  immhrr  of  woinrn  on  uitssilr  maintnianrr  trams  hr  limilrd 

a.  Thrrr  should  hr  no  limitations. 

h.  Brratisr  of  I  hr  physical  rrquirrmrnts  of  I  hr  job 

r.  10  avoid  srhrduling  prohlrnis  dur  to  prrgnanrirs 

d.  Othrr  (IMrasr  spt*rify:_ _ . _ 

M.  How  would  you  rvaluatr  thr  training  of  turn  and  woinrn  lor  missilt*  rrrw  <f u  1  \  f 
a.  Mrn  and  woinrn  ar r  rqually  wrll  trailird. 
h.  Woinrn  srrin  brtlrr  trained  tlian  rnrn. 
r.  Mrn  srrm  hrttrr  trainrd  than  woinrn. 

d.  Nonr  of  tilt*  ahovr.  (IMrasr  plat***  your  rrmarks  in  thr  roinnirnts  srction.) 

10.  Art*  nit*n  and  woinrn  rqually  motivatrd  for  missilr  rrrw  dut\ 

a.  Mrn  and  woinrn  arr  rqually  motivatrd. 

1).  Uonirn  srrm  mort*  motivatrd  than  mrn. 
r.  Mrn  srrm  inorr  motivatrd  than  woinrn. 

d.  Nonr  of  thr  ahovr.  (IMrasr  plarr  vour  rrmarks  in  tin*  rotnmrnts  srt'tion.) 

11.  Ohsrrvations  of  individual  prrformanrr  undrr  strrss  of  missilt*  rrrw  duty  rrvrals: 

a.  Strrss  th*rrrasrs  tin*  prrformanrr  of  mrn  and  woinrn  rqually. 
h.  Strrss  drrrrasrs  thr  prrformanrr  of  woinrn  morr  than  thr  prrformanrr  ol  mrn. 
r.  Strrss  tft»rrrasrs  tht*  prrformanrr  <d  mrn  morr  than  tin*  prrformanrr  of  womrn. 
d.  Nonr  of  thr  ahovr.  (IMrasr  plan*  your  rrmarks  in  thr  roinnirnts  srrtioit.) 

12.  Comparison  of  malt*  and  frinalr  ovrrall  prrformanrr  on  a  missilt*  rrrw  indiratrs: 

a.  Malrs’  anti  frnialrs"  ovrrall  prrformanrr  i*  rqual. 
h.  Woinrn  srrm  to  prrfortn  hrttrr  than  mrn. 
r.  Mrn  srrin  to  prrfonn  hrttrr  than  woinrn. 

d.  Nonr  of  thr  ahovr.  (IMrasr  plait*  your  rrmarks  in  thr  roinnirnts  srrtion.* 


COMMKSTS: 


il>l>t:\t)IX  E:  SLPPLKMKNTARY  TITAN  II  LARKKR  INTKNT  DATA 


I  In*  I  tj|»U*s  Fl  ami  K 2  an*  taken  from  tht*  Missile  Launch  Lareer  Kidd  Survey  and  appear  to  show  a 
shilt  mi  career  plait*  of  V ir  Force  member*  alter  entering  the  Titan  II  career  field.  It  is  interesting  to  note 
that  all  hut  one  of  the  Junior  Officers  (Second  Lieutenant.  First  Lieutenant,  and  Laptain)  indicated  that 
before  entering  the  Titan  II  career  field  the)  were  either  unsure  or  were  intending  to  make  the  Air  Force  a 
career  Fee  Fable  Kl).  However.  Table  F.2  show*  that  after  entering  the  Titan  II  career  field.  20%  say  that 
thev  no  longer  intend  to  make  the  Air  Force  a  career. 

I  he  enlisted  personnel  *how  a  similar  >hi!t  with  only  L">%  reporting  that  before  entering  the  Titan  II 
career  field  they  did  not  intent  to  make  the*  \ir  l  o.  e  a  career.  However,  alter  entering  the*  Titan  II  career 
Held.  IF  responded  that  they  no  longer  were  planning  to  make  the  Air  Force  a  career. 

I  hese  data  along  with  the  numerous  written  comments  lhat  were  rereived  with  the  survey  mav 
indicate  some  problems  in  job  satisfaction  in  tin*  Titan  II  career  field.  This  study  was  not  planned  or 
directed  toward  the  measurement  of  joh  satisfaction,  however,  and  Tables  Kl  and  F.2  arc*  merely  included 
a^  possible  beneficial  supplementary  data. 


I  able  1.1.  Air  Foret*  Lareer  Plans  Prior  to  Filtering  tilt* 
Titan  11  Lareer  Field 


Ouestion  8  L 

"Did  you 

intend  to  make  the 

V  i  r  Foret* 

a  career  prior 

to  entering 

tin*  missile 

career  field?’’ 

Military 

1  )<‘finih*lv 

I'rolialili 

IVoliabK 

Definite!* 

Hank 

1  DMirt* 

No 

No 

Total 

Second 

<n“ 

- 

1 

f) 

fl 

0 

I.) 

Lieutenant 

("„)'• 

:w 

*>• 

lit 

0 

0 

First 

ID 

8 

a 

1 

0 

1 

18 

1  .ieutenant 

1%) 

1 1 

u 

0 

0 

0 

( laptain 

If) 

21 

** 

•y 

0 

(1 

80 

(%) 

7ft 

28 

*■* 

0 

0 

Major 

(I) 

■ 

0 

0 

0 

- 

('•,) 

71 

20 

0 

0 

0 

1  ieutenant 

(!) 

in 

1 

•) 

0 

0 

id 

f .oloilel 

(%> 

— 

- 

i:> 

0 

n 

\irinan 

<0 

0 

i 

fl 

n 

i 

r.,i 

n 

n 

100 

fl 

(i 

\irman 

m 

2 

> 

1 

0 

in 

1  ir*t  ( Ja** 

r,) 

20 

2n 

in 

20 

0 

Sergeant 

ID 

2 

> 

~ 

1 

0 

18 

r .) 

1  1 

28 

0 

Staff 

ID 

1 

<» 

•> 

1 

0 

in 

Sergeant 

r. » 

in 

no 

2n 

in 

0 

Technical 

<0 

1 

n 

1 

ii 

0 

Sergeant 

<  i 

an 

n 

2n 

n 

(I 

Master 

10 

1 

n 

n 

ii 

II 

1 

Sergeant 

r..» 

Inn 

o 

n 

n 

(1 

'*(•  I r*-f \ 

‘  i  (tin  riit.iy;*- 


v> 


I'uhle  F2.  Air  Force  Career  Plans  After  filtering  th 
Titan  II  (Career  Field 


Question  35* 

"Do  you 

intend  to  make  the 

Air  Force  a 

career  now 

that  \ou  are 

in  missiles?" 

Militar1 

Definilrh 

Probahh 

IVobabU 

Definite!* 

Hank 

Vs 

Vs 

l  nsiirt* 

No 

No 

1  otal 

Second 

(n» 

3 

3 

-> 

•> 

2 

15 

Lieutenant 

(%»h 

20 

20 

33 

13 

13 

First 

(n 

5 

t 

3 

0 

t) 

18 

Lieutenant 

<v 

28 

*>•> 

IT 

0 

33 

Captain 

<f) 

12 

7 

3 

0 

•) 

30 

Co) 

to 

23 

10 

20 

7 

Major 

(n 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

(%> 

80 

0 

1 1 

0 

0 

Lieutenant 

(o 

13 

0 

<1 

0 

0 

13 

Colonel 

Co) 

100 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Airman 

(f) 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

1 

Co) 

0 

II 

|00 

0 

0 

Airman 

(f) 

0 

3 

•> 

3 

lit 

First  Class 

(%) 

(I 

20 

30 

20 

30 

Sergeant 

(0 

1 

■> 

3 

0 

0 

18 

Co) 

0 

1 1 

i: 

33 

33 

Staff 

(f) 

1 

) 

) 

-) 

0 

10 

Sergeant 

(%) 

10 

5o 

20 

20 

0 

Technical 

(f) 

3 

1 

0 

0 

1 

.> 

Sergeant 

(V 

hi) 

20 

0 

0 

2o 

Master 

(f) 

•> 

0 

1 

1 

0 

1 

Sergeant 

Co) 

50 

0 

25 

25 

0 

. . i . .  ■ 

CM:  perron  (age. 


:>n 


j 


